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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Introduction 
This thesis investigates the Neolithic period in Western Anatolia and Southeastern Europe between 
7000 and 5000 BCE. During these two millennia, this area went through a process of 
‘Neolithization’, meaning that new ways of life based on sedentism and farming appeared and 
developed. In a global perspective, Neolithization is often described as a twofold process, 
consisting of first, the development of agriculture through the gradual domestication of crops and 
animals in restricted core areas, and second, the dispersal of farming economies out of these areas 
(e.g. Bellwood 2009). In a similar narrative of origins and dispersal, Western Anatolia and 
Southeastern Europe have been approached as an intermediary between Southwest Asian and 
Central Anatolian core areas and the Neolithization of Central Europe (e.g. Özdoğan 1997 and 
2011; Lichter (ed.) 2005).1  
The problem with this idea is that the area can easily be regarded as rather passive, 
receiving Neolithic societies developed elsewhere before passing them on to Europe. New field 
results from multiple regions in Western Anatolia and Southeastern Europe, however, emphasize 
the longevity and complexity of the Neolithic in this area, leaving the idea of the Balkan-Anatolian 
zone as a mere stepping stone oversimplistic.2 What we lack is a nuanced and empirically tenable 
model for the development of Neolithic societies in this area. Therefore, this thesis sets out to 
investigate the ways in which Neolithization processes unfolded in five regions in Western 
Anatolia and Southeastern Europe, in order to elucidate inter-regional variability and 
interconnectivity, and in order to reconsider the role of this area in the development and spread of 
early farming societies. 
 The study of a complex, long-term development such as the spread of farming has to 
navigate between the desire to construct a straightforward grand narrative of progress and 
expansion, and the reality of fragmentary field data providing a window onto inter-regional 
variability. In grand narrative approaches, both old and recent, the Neolithic is presented as a rather 
undifferentiated continental-scale expansion process with a time depth of several millennia (e.g. 
Childe 1951 [1936]; Ammerman and Cavalli-Sforza 1984; Lemmen, Gronenborn and Wirtz  
2011). On the other end of the spectrum, one finds archaeological studies mainly focusing on the 
local or regional scale, which is in part the result of separate regional or national field research 
traditions, and also shows archaeologists’ interest in human-scale narratives emerging from the 
local scale (e.g. Hodder (ed.) 2005; Souvatzi 2008a; Nanoglou 2008; Naumov 2013). 
                                                 
 
1 In this thesis, I discuss Anatolia as a geographical area separate from Southwest Asia. ‘Southwest Asia’ refers to the 
Southern and Northern Levant, and Southeastern Turkey. Together, these areas are part of the so-called ‘Fertile 
Crescent’. 
2 In this thesis, I refer to the area consisting of Western Anatolia, Eastern Greece, and the Southern Balkans as ‘the 
Balkan-Anatolian zone’.  
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In this thesis, I aim to develop a middle ground between micro and macro approaches to 
Neolithization. The theoretical basis for this study is formed by the idea that settlements, as an 
object of study, can mediate between human-scale practices and grand narratives: firstly because 
of the multiple temporal and spatial scales apparent in local and regional sequences of habitation, 
and secondly because habitation practices reflect inter-generational social strategies. The practices 
of Neolithic populations ultimately caused the development and spread of farming as a subsistence 
economy, and a close engagement with local and regional trajectories is needed for reconstructing 
and understanding larger-scale patterns. Therefore, a settlement perspective forms a crucial entry 
point to understanding processes of sedentarization, including the development and character of 
communities, the formation of settled landscapes, and fluctuations and discontinuities in regional 
habitation.  
 
1.2 Research context 
The study of the Neolithic has a long and complex research history. Vere Gordon Childe (1951 
[1936]) developed the idea of a “Neolithic revolution”, defined by swift innovations in subsistence 
economies in Southwest Asia, followed by the demographic victory of migrant farming 
populations over the Mesolithic hunter-gatherers of Europe (Lamberg-Karlovsky 2009). Over the 
past decades, the amount of field data has increased immensely, which has led to several 
redefinitions of the Neolithic as a time period and Neolithization as a process. Synthesizing studies 
have approached the Neolithic from various points of view: while processual archaeologists 
searched for causal factors for the transition to and spread of farming in climate change and 
adaptation to changing environmental circumstances (Braidwood and Reed 1957; Binford 1968), 
postprocessual archaeologists developed social approaches to the Neolithic, and increasingly 
viewed sedentarization and domestication as social practice (e.g. Hodder 1990; Whittle 1996). 
Generally, these social perspectives, as well as the increasing amount of field data, led to a 
reduction in temporal and spatial scales of analysis, and a reduced drive to explain Neolithization 
as a unified process (contra Sherratt 1995; Shennan 2000; see also Binford 1968). Especially in 
Europe, scholars proposed more diversified trajectories of Neolithization, among others by 
questioning the strict unity of the Neolithic ‘package’ (broadly consisting of domesticates, pottery, 
and sedentism), and giving more weight to indigenous Mesolithic populations in the adoption and 
transformation of early farming life (Whittle 1996; Tringham 2000; Zvelebil 2001; Bailey 2000, 
2006; Borić 2007a; see also Rowley-Conwy 2011). 
While the recognition  of local and regional variability in Neolithization processes led to a 
tendency towards deconstructing Neolithization as a grand narrative among these archaeologists, 
large-scale quantitative analyses currently enjoy renewed popularity. This can be seen in the 
renewed interest in mapping the chronological sequence, spatial pattern and speed of the spread of 
the Neolithic from Southwest Asia to Europe, following in the footsteps of Ammerman and 
Cavalli-Sforza’s ‘Wave of Advance’ model (1984) (e.g. Lemmen, Gronenborn and Wirtz 2011; 
Isern, Fort and Vander Linden 2012). New data sets allow for more direct testing of climate 
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fluctuations (Gronenborn 2009; Weninger et al. 2014), and rapid demographic boom (Bocquet-
Appel and Bar-Yosef (eds) 2008; Shennan et al. 2013) as explanatory factors for this expansion 
process. Furthermore, after decades of discussions about the relative contribution of migration and 
indigenous development (e.g. Whittle 1996; Zvelebil 2001; Lemmen 2015), both ancient DNA 
(aDNA) and demographic studies have recently found compelling evidence for the critical role of 
migration in the spread of the Neolithic (e.g. Shennan 2009; Rowley-Conwy 2011; Hofmanová et 
al. 2016). The result of these developments is the return of the narrative of Neolithization as a 
progressive spatio-temporal process, originating in Southwest Asia and Central Anatolia, with a 
time depth of several millennia and a southeast-northwest gradient.  
Although these lines of research bring new possibilities for grasping the big picture, there 
are several reasons why a redirection of perspectives on Neolithization and a closer engagement 
with field data are necessary. First is the time depth of Neolithization processes. In models focusing 
on Neolithic expansion, most attention is drawn to the initial appearance of Neolithic farmers. In 
this thesis, however, an important point of departure is that Neolithization should not be 
approached as an event: the ‘arrival’ of the Neolithic did not form a stable end point, but was the 
beginning of the formation of local and regional communities and the regional development of 
settled landscapes. Closer attention to these formative processes is needed, because it is through 
this diachronic development that Neolithic ways of life transformed, regional and inter-regional 
networks formed and developed, and the basis for the further spread of Neolithic ways of life was 
laid. Second is that in quantitative models focusing on Neolithic expansion, the Neolithic seems 
to represent a ready-made ‘package’ that spread from core to periphery, rather than a way of life 
in constant reproduction and transformation in local and regional contexts. Focusing on local and 
regional histories can lead to a better match between models and variability on the ground, can 
emphasize fluctuation over linear development, and can explain changes in the dynamics of 
Neolithization through space and time. 
The time is right for such an approach. Recent and current field research in Northwestern 
Anatolia, the Turkish west coast, the Southwest Anatolian Lake District, and Turkish Thrace 
(Özdoǧan, Başgelen and Kuniholm (eds) 2012 and 2013), makes it increasingly possible to relate 
the question of how Neolithic ways of life developed more closely to actual field data. Increasing 
insight into the chronology of the Neolithic transition indicates that rather than representing a 
short-term episode in the storyline of east-west expansion, the area is characterized by the 
development of Neolithic ways of life during at least half a millennium (c. 6700/6500-6000 BCE), 
before Neolithic ways of life developed in the Balkans and Europe. During these centuries, multi-
regional and parallel processes of development must have taken place, and these developments 
most likely altered the course of Neolithization. Indeed, although a general ‘package’ of Neolithic 
characteristics is found throughout the zone, differentiation in material culture and subsistence 
practices points at considerable cultural and socio-economic diversity. Therefore, we should not 
focus research exclusively on finding the origins of regional populations, but rather on their 
parallel development and interactions. In turn, local field results need contexualization in new 
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larger-scale narratives about inter-regional similarity and difference in the development of 
Neolithic societies and settled landscapes.  
 
1.3 Aim, research questions, and approach 
In this thesis, I aim to investigate regional trajectories of Neolithization in the Balkan-Anatolian 
zone, and consider variability and diachronic change in Neolithic ways of life. I propose that 
Western Anatolia and the Southern Balkans played a role in redefining Neolithic ways of life, and 
provide an ideal arena for shifting attention from the grand narrative of expansion to narratives of 
interaction, diversification, and fluctuation. Essentially, this requires forging a connection between 
social practice, i.e. the ways of life of Neolithic communities, and the long-term and supra-regional 
process of Neolithization. I aim to provide answers to the following research questions:  
 
 How did Neolithic communities in the Balkan-Anatolian zone form and develop 
over time? 
 How did regional processes of sedentarization unfold? 
 How did these regional processes of development contribute to the overall history 
of Neolithization?  
I propose that the study of local and regional habitation histories contributes significantly 
to understanding the pace and character of the formation of Neolithic ways of life. In this thesis, 
therefore, I adopt a settlement perspective on Neolithization, and develop a methodology for 
reconstructing and comparing local and regional habitation histories. Through their stratification 
and spatio-temporal complexity, settlements provide a timescale for linking long-term 
development to human-scale practices. The time depth of local sequences of Neolithic habitation, 
ranging between one or a couple of generations to a millennium of accumulated settlement 
remains, connects histories of sedentarization and Neolithic dispersal directly to the diachronic 
strategies of Neolithic communities. Consequently, excavated settlements provide a way to 
consider trends in domestic architecture and settlement organization, associated discussions about 
households, community organization and cultural transmission, and a way to investigate 
trajectories of Neolithization. Furthermore, the contextualization of local settlements in regional 
settled landscapes provides a much-needed way of mediating between local developments, which 
are often the main focus of archaeological studies following from field research, and large-scale 
studies, which most often operate on an ‘inter-local’ rather than an inter-regional scale (cf. 
Parkinson and Gyuacha 2007). The systematic discussion of the connections between temporal 
and spatial scales of analysis will be one of the main contributions of this thesis. 
Detailing the theoretical and methodological background of this settlement perspective in 
Part I of this thesis, here it is important to emphasize that I follow a comparative approach, which 
moves from the local and regional to the inter-regional scale. In Part II, this multi-scalar approach 
to Neolithization will take shape through five regional case studies: the Lake District (I), Izmir 
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Region (II) and Marmara Region (III) in Western Turkey, Western and Central Macedonia (IV) in 
Northern Greece, and the Struma River Valley (V) in Southwestern Bulgaria (Figure 1.1). Each 
case study offers an investigation of architecture, settlement sequences, and regional patterns, 
resulting in a synthesis of the regional habitation history during the 7th and 6th millennia BCE.  
In Part III, I provide a comparative investigation and discussion of these regional histories. 
In the synthesis (chapter 10) I analyze similarities and differences in Neolithization trajectories in 
the five study regions. This leads to the formulation of ideas regarding the parallel development 
and inter-regional connections which shaped the formation of Neolithic ways of life in these 
regions. In the discussion (chapter 11), I firstly contextualize these findings in the broader 
framework of Balkan-Anatolian zone, in order to offer a new perspective on the Neolithization of 
this area (11.2). Secondly, zooming out further, I discuss the implications of this perspective for 
our understanding of the role of the Balkan-Anatolian zone in the qualitative transformation of 
early farming life and the changing mechanisms of Neolithic dispersal (11.3). 
 
 


















2.1 Neolithization models: between Southwest Asia and Europe 
2.1.1 Introduction  
The question of Neolithic dispersal is intimately related to the question of what was essentially 
spreading, or, in other words, “the definition of ‘Neolithization’ depends a great deal on the criteria 
used to define ‘the Neolithic’” (Tringham 2000a, 22). As well as the start of food production 
through the domestication of crops and animals, the Neolithic was a period of the development of 
sedentary lifestyles, a period of major developments in crafts and material culture, and a period of 
social transformations, including the development of households as socio-economic units and the 
development of various forms of co-residential communities. Given these multi-faceted 
developments, the study of Neolithization depends heavily on the definitions employed, and the 
research focus followed. Which of these aspects were essential to Neolithization across space and 
time? Did the various elements of the ‘Neolithic package’ always occur together, and if not, to 
what extent do refinements in the definition of ‘Neolithic’ undermine the study of Neolithization 
as a unified process (Bailey 2006, 524)?  
In this section (2.1), I review past and current approaches to the Neolithic, in order to refine 
the research questions presented in the introduction, and to situate and delineate the approach 
followed in this study. The focus will be on several aspects of Neolithization: first on the speed 
and process of Neolithic dispersal, second on the balance between colonization and indigenous 
development, third on the role of demography and climate, and fourth on settlements and 
subsistence practices. In the following sections, focus will shift to the Balkan-Anatolian zone (2.2): 
how is the Balkan-Anatolian zone currently positioned in relation to Southwest Asia, Central 
Anatolia, and Europe, and how can its internal complexity be better understood?  
 
2.1.2 A bird’s eye perspective: the speed and pattern of Neolithic dispersal  
From a bird’s eye perspective, the formation and spread of the Neolithic from Southwest Asia to 
Europe can be summarized in the following way. In the Southwest Asian landscape zone of the 
Fertile Crescent, the development of farming followed a path from a phase of proto-domestication 
during the Pre Pottery Neolithic A (PPNA, c. 9500-8500 BCE), to the development of a more 
defined farming package consisting of domesticated cereals, pulses, and animals during the Pre 
Pottery Neolithic B (PPNB, c. 8500-7000 BCE) (e.g. Bar-Yosef 2011).3 The appearance of 
                                                 
 
3 The Neolithic subsistence package consisted of domesticated sheep (Ovis aries), goat (Capra hircus), cow (Bos 
taurus) and pig (Sus scrofa) (Zeder 2011, S226-8); and the eight ‘Founder Crops’ emmer wheat (Triticum dicoccum), 
einkorn wheat (Triticum monococcum), barley (Hordeum vulgare), lentil (Lens culinaris), pea (Pisum sativum), chick 
8 
 
farming economies in Central Anatolia occurred early on in this sequence, during the PPNB 
period, and this region has therefore been called a second core area (e.g. Özdoǧan 2011a; see 
Figure 2.1). In comparison to these millennia-long processes of socio-economic development, the 
Neolithic of Western Anatolia and the Aegean started later, during the first half of the 7th 
millennium BCE, and appears to have been more rapid, with fully agrarian economies present from 
the earliest Neolithic onwards (see Table 2.1). The Neolithization of the Balkan peninsula can be 
placed during the early 6th millennium BCE, and was followed by the emergence of the Central 
European Linear Pottery Culture (LBK) from c. 5500 BCE (see e.g. Gronenborn et al. 2014). 
Simultaneously, a maritime westward dispersal of the Neolithic took place, towards the Adriatic, 






Figure 2.1. Map of Southwest Asia, Anatolia, and Southeastern Europe. 
 
                                                 
 





Table 2.1. Chronology of the transition to farming in Southwest Asia, Anatolia, and Europe, 9500-4500 BCE. 
 
This general picture of the speed and pattern of the transition to farming between Southwest 
Asia and Europe is made possible through the development and improvement of radiocarbon 
dating, which, within highly diverse regional research histories, provides the much-needed 
common framework through which local data sets can be compared. An early example of 
mathematical modeling based on radiocarbon dates is the model by the American archaeologist 
Ammerman and the Italian geneticist Cavalli-Sforza, who in the 1980s proposed that farming 
flooded Europe in a so-called ‘Wave of Advance’. This model suggested progressive but gradual 
spread of farming in a process of diffusion from the regions of agricultural origin. Ammerman and 
Cavalli-Sforza (1984) calculated that the speed of expansion was around 1 km per year. Although 
the model has been criticized by archaeologists for its generalizing approach, not in touch with 
variability ‘on the ground’ (e.g. Zvelebil 2001), one of the merits of the model is that it showed 
that the chronological pattern of Neolithization did not require large-scale folk migrations, and it 
brought a more detailed notion of spatio-temporal depth to the idea of Neolithic dispersal. Recent 
research following in the footsteps of the Wave of Advance model include studies based on actual 
data and studies based on simulated data (Fort and Méndez 1999; Lemmen, Gronenborn and Wirtz 
2011; Isern, Fort and Vander Linden 2012). The primary goal of these models is to explain the 
expansion of farming, which means that the focus lies on the initial appearance of the Neolithic – 
Neolithization is basically approached as a sequence of arrival dates (cf. Lemmen 2015). 
Studies that more explicitly deal with archaeological data and culture history, by contrast, 
generally present more discontinuous approaches to Neolithization. It is understood that expansion 
rates were not steady, but that the dispersal of farming experienced several ‘halts’, as well as 
periods of rapid expansion. A ‘time lag’ between the Central Anatolian Neolithic and the Neolithic 
of Western Anatolia and the Aegean has been proposed (Schoop 2005a; Düring 2013; Brami 2014; 
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Brami and Zanotti 2015), while the chronological difference between the initial Neolithization of 
the Aegean and the initial Neolithization of the Balkans is in the range of 500 years as well. 
Guilaine (2000) called the spread of the Neolithic “arrhythmic”, while Rowley-Conwy (2011) 
described the spread of farming in Europe as “punctuated” and “sporadic”, rather than as a single 
wave of advance: phases of heightened mobility were followed by the formation of frontiers. These 
models are useful for explaining the local and regional histories investigated in this study, since 
they shift attention from the arrival of the Neolithic to a broader timeframe in which Neolithic 
landscapes developed and Neolithic ways of life changed. Furthermore, ideas about fluctuations 
in the speed of Neolithization can balance the idea of a swift Neolithic ‘revolution’ with the gradual 
changes observed on the local and regional scale. 
 
2.1.3 The people behind the process: colonization and indigenous development  
The chronological shape of the expansion of farming across Anatolia and Europe is related to the 
mechanisms of Neolithization: did the dispersal of the Neolithic involve the spread of people or 
the spread of ideas? Perspectives on the spread of farming have always started out from a 
hypothetical encounter between two entities: Neolithic farmers originating from Southwest Asia, 
and contemporary Mesolithic hunter-gatherers in Europe. The spread of farming was then either 
imagined as an endemic movement which marginalized or absorbed Mesolithic populations (cf. 
Childe 1951 [1936]; Clark 1965; Ammerman and Cavalli-Sforza 1984), or as a process largely 
based on the spread of ideas, i.e., by the adoption of Neolithic subsistence practices and other 
cultural elements by Mesolithic hunter-gatherers through contact with Neolithic farmers (cf. 
Whittle 1996; Price 2000).     
For some archaeologists, the idea of wholesale colonization from the east lost attraction in 
the light of more nuanced perspectives on culture formation and the importance of local narratives, 
which can be seen in the work of Whittle (1996) and Bailey (2000). An integrationist approach 
advocated by Zvelebil (2001, 1) held that “both movement and contact” defined the formation of 
the Neolithic in Europe. In Zvelebil’s approach, the use of existing Mesolithic networks of 
communication and knowledge of environment and resources was of crucial importance to the 
spread of farming. A similar approach is Sherratt’s (2004) argument for a two-stage or three-stage 
process of Neolithization, in which colonizing Neolithic farmers and remaining Mesolithic groups 
lived side by side and eventually merged and developed new, hybrid cultural practices in several 
parts of Europe, in what he called “successive episodes of cultural incorporation” (ibid, 55). A 
recent simulation approach by Lemmen (2015) likewise found that both demic and cultural 
diffusion played a role during the dispersal of the Neolithic in Eurasia. 
Genetic studies of modern populations have argued both in favor and against migrationist 
hypotheses (Chikhi et al. 2002; Sampietro et al. 2007; Battaglia et al. 2009). It has been suggested 
that maternal and paternal lineages show different genetic histories, suggesting different roles 
played by men and women in the spread of farming (Chikhi et al. 2002). Rowley-Conwy (2011) 
11 
 
suggested that farming essentially spread through migration, but that admixture between 
Southwest Asian farmers and Mesolithic indigenous foragers moved the genetic make-up of 
farming populations increasingly into the direction of the indigenous profile.  
Although nuanced perspectives on the dual contribution of demic and cultural diffusion 
have been around for decades (see e.g. Whittle 2010 for review), researchers frequently return to 
a (perceived) opposition between migration and indigenous adoption as a starting point for analysis 
(see Lemmen 2015; Hofmanová, Kreutzer et al. 2016).4  Recent aDNA studies, made possible by 
the extraction of full-genome DNA from prehistoric skeletons, compared DNA profiles of 
Neolithic individuals from the Levant, Anatolia, and Europe (Mathieson et al. 2015; Hofmanová, 
Kreutzer et al. 2016; Lazaridis et al. 2016; Broushaki et al. 2016; Kılınç et al. 2016). Close genetic 
similarities between Western Anatolian, Aegean and European Neolithic farmers were found. 
Kılınç et al. (2016) showed that the genetic origin of these farmers can be further traced back to 
Anatolian hunters-turned-farmers, with admixture from Levantine farmers adding to the genetic 
diversity of this population from the late PPN onwards.  
In recent decades, the cultural origins of the Central European LBK culture were generally 
traced back to the Cris-Körös-Starčevo cultures of the Northern Balkans (e.g. Whittle 1996, 2010 
and 2011; Oross and Bánffy 2009; Lüning 2016),5 with Southwest Asian or Anatolian origins of 
the Neolithic as a way of life not explicitly addressed. However, these recent aDNA analyses put 
the direct connection between the Anatolian Neolithic and the origins of the LBK back on the 
agenda. Hofmanová, Kreutzer et al. (2016, 5) interpret the genetic evidence as an “unbroken trail 
of ancestry”, connecting the first farmers of Central Europe to those of the Aegean. Furthermore, 
aDNA studies focusing more specifically on European LBK populations also found that there was 
a large degree of maternal homogeneity during the early LBK, suggesting that admixture did not 
play a significant role during the formation of the LBK culture (Brandt et al. 2013; Szécsényi-
Nagy et al. 2014). Admixture with European hunter-gatherer populations seems to have increased 
during the European Middle and Late Neolithic (cf. Price et al. 2006; Gronenborn et al. 2014; 
Hofmanová, Kreutzer et al. 2016). Overall, genetic evidence suggests that the initial Neolithization 
of Europe was primarily a migration process, with an ethno-cultural distinction between 
indigenous hunter-gatherers and immigrant farmers.  
This evidence for genetic homogeneity is fascinating, but the tendency to regard these 
studies as the ‘final answer’ to the debate between migration and indigenous development is an 
oversimplification. Genetic studies promote a level of generalization that is not necessarily 
compatible with smaller-scale archaeological narratives of cultural (dis)similarity between 
different Neolithic groups and fluctuations in regional patterning. Further refinement and 
integration of genetic studies and cultural perspectives is needed, giving more attention to stages 
                                                 
 
4 Hofmanová, Kreutzer et al. (2016), for example, present an opposition between indigenists and migrationists as an 
issue to be finally resolved through genetic studies. 
5 Lüning (2016) refers to Starčevo as the “Mutterkultur” of the LBK. 
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of formation and interaction, and the different migratory mechanisms through which Neolithic 
ways of life spread and transformed (Anthony 1990; Zvelebil 2001; Rowley-Conwy 2011; 
Leppard 2014).  
 
2.1.4 Searching for explanatory factors: climate and demography 
The relationship between the origins of farming and climate change have been understood and 
investigated for a long time (e.g. Childe 1951 [1936]; Binford 1968). In the Southwest Asian core 
areas of Neolithic farming, the transition from Pleistocene to Holocene is connected to an increase 
in vegetation and to the increased exploitation of plant resources, which led to sedentarization of 
Epi-Palaeolithic hunter-gatherer groups (c. 13000-10500 BCE). Climatic deterioration during the 
Younger Dryas (10500-9500 BCE) is associated with increasing scarcity of these resources, 
leading to intensification of the exploitation of plants and animals. The beginning of the Holocene 
meant a period of improved climate stability, associated with the proto-domestication of crops and 
animals during the PPNA (9500-8500 BCE) and PPNB (8500-7000 BCE), as well as the 
development of increasingly large sedentary communities. Climate deterioration during the PPNC 
(7th millennium BCE) is connected to the collapse of PPNB society, and to the spread of farming 
out of the core areas of the Neolithic (Bar-Yosef 2011; Özdoğan 2014b). 
Focusing on the 7th and 6th millennia BCE, and shifting attention further to Anatolia and 
Southeastern Europe, a range of recent climate studies have investigated the correlation between 
climate fluctuations and the spread and development of the Neolithic (e.g. Gronenborn 2009; 
Weninger et al. 2014). The fine resolution of recent climate records now allows for a more or less 
direct connection between climate curves and archaeological data sets. It has become clear that the 
Holocene did not represent the start of a period of climatic stability, but that there were quite severe 
climatic fluctuations. The so-called 8.2 kyr climate event started to play a role in the narrative of 
the spread of farming about a decade ago (Weninger et al. 2006; Gronenborn 2009). This event 
was initially understood as a 200-year period of global climatic deterioration, caused by the 
collapse of the Laurentide Ice Sheet over the Hudson Bay. It was recognized that the timeframe of 
this climatic anomaly more or less corresponded to the period of the appearance of Neolithic ways 
of life in the Aegean. Weninger et al. (2006, 2007) and Berger and Guilaine (2009) attempted to 
relate the global climatic data more closely to climatic data from the Aegean and Western Anatolia, 
as well as to archaeological data. These researchers proposed that the 8.2 kyr ‘cold event’ was 
related to the abandonment of settlements in Central Anatolia and the Levant, and the foundation 
of settlements in the Aegean. 
Through the further integration and refinement of regional sequences and climate records, 
it is now understood that the relationships between climate change and the appearance and 
development of Neolithic ways of life in Western Anatolia, the Aegean and the Balkans are more 
complex than originally proposed. Weninger et al. (2014) build on the insight that the 8.2 kyr event 
was part of a longer period of Rapid Climate Change (RCC). This RCC, associated with lower 
temperatures, started around 6600 BCE, and eventually led to the collapse of the Laurentide ice 
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sheet around 6200 BCE. This event added to ongoing climatic deterioration in the Eastern 
Mediterranean. Weninger et al. therefore argue that a two-step process should be reconstructed, 
consisting of the periods 6600-6200 and 6200-6000 BCE, with the second periode representing 
the stage of the most severe climatic deterioration. 
Although the study of climate change provides the much-needed context for processes of 
Neolithic dispersal, climate change cannot serve as an explanation in itself. The impact of climate 
change on human populations is not straightforward. Human responses to climate change are not 
only determined by the changing environmental conditions, but also by the complex interplay 
between factors including the demographic structure, subsistence base, and the social organization 
of the populations facing these challenges (cf. Leppard 2014). Furthermore, the impact of climate 
change on regional environments is dependent on regional factors as well, which means that 
climate records need to be assessed in relation to regional environmental data (cf. Berger and 
Guilaine 2009; Gronenborn et al. 2014; Weninger et al. 2014; Gauthier 2016; Düring 2016). The 
fact that the 8.2 kyr ‘event’ constituted a period of several centuries makes the causal relationship 
between climate change and the spread of farming more complex, and it permits more gradual 
changes in settlement patterns, intensity of habitation, changes in local environments, and changes 
in the landscapes preferred by Neolithic farming populations. 
Alongside climate change, demography is traditionally considered a major push factor for 
the development and spread of farming (Childe 1951 [1936]; Cohen 1977). In recent years, a 
number of researchers have readdressed the role of population pressure in the socio-economic 
development and dispersal of Neolithic societies (e.g. Bocquet-Appel and Bar-Yosef (eds) 2008). 
The starting point for such approaches is the tendency of sedentary, food producing communities 
to experience much more rapid demographic growth than mobile hunter-gatherers. This 
phenomenon has been called the Neolithic Demographic Transition, and basically consists of 
increased female fertility and a reduced birth interval due to sedentarization and food production 
(Bocquet-Appel and Bar-Yosef (eds) 2008; Bocquet-Appel 2011).6 Population growth in the areas 
where farming originated had a number of consequences, one of which was increasing pressure on 
local environments and resources, and another is social (or scalar) stress. Population growth can 
therefore be seen as a factor pushing social change. This may have taken the form of crowding and 
increased social hierarchy, but also of conflict, the dissolution of (large) communities, and 
migration (e.g. Johnson 1982; Bandy 2008). Several researchers have connected the Neolithic 
Demographic Transition to the collapse of the early Neolithic populations in Southwest Asia (the 
‘PPNC collapse’; Özdoǧan 2014b). This situation supposedly provided an incentive for migration, 
urging large numbers of farmers moving towards the east and west, leading to the spread of 
farming economies (Weninger et al. 2006; Özdoğan 2008; Berger and Guilaine 2009).  
                                                 
 
6 Bocquet-Appel (2011) prefers to talk about the Agricultural Demographic Transition (ADT), because he considers 
agriculture as the main factor causing demographic boom. Neolithic Demographic Transition (NDT) remains the most 
frequently used term in the literature. 
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Demographic processes are not only relevant for understanding the initial dispersal of 
farming beyond the borders of the core areas of Neolithic domestication. The further expansion of 
farming can also be understood as a process of demographic boom. Childe (1951 [1936]) already 
argued that the reason that farming overtook Mesolithic Europe, is that increasingly large numbers 
of farmers gradually marginalized the much smaller hunter-gatherer populations.7 In a recent 
study, Shennan (2009; also Shennan et al. 2013) investigated demographic trends in Neolithic 
Europe by zooming in on regional population dynamics. Using the number of dated radiocarbon 
samples as a proxy for population density, the argument is that on a regional scale, demographic 
‘booms’ after the initial introduction of farming were followed by severe ‘busts’. Using concepts 
from Human Behavioral Ecology (HBE)8, Shennan (2009) argued that demic expansion of farming 
populations was not necessarily caused by a chained saturation of microregions by farmers. 
Following the model of Ideal Despotic Distribution, in which territoriality plays a role in the 
selection of settlement locations, colonizing farming groups would have selected the most 
favorable locations in the landscape, and would have preferred to move on when this type of 
location was already occupied. Therefore, although demographic growth took place, the Neolithic 
did not spread out evenly, like an oil stain sequentially absorbing more regions, since regional 
demographic boom only followed after initial farmers had already colonized a much larger area of 
Central Europe. 
Although Shennan’s methodology and data set (“dates-as-data”) have been critiqued as 
“unconvincing and not representative” (Weninger et al. 2014, 3), his approach and conclusions are 
thought-provoking because of their combination of demographic models, settlement patterning, 
and absolute dating. Three points are worth highlighting: first, Shennan et al. (2013) did not find 
evidence for a causal relationship between climate change and demographic boom and bust 
patterns in Northwestern Europe. Second, Shennan’s suggestion that a pattern of Ideal Despotic 
Distribution was in play in Europe, means that the order in which settlements were founded 
becomes important for understanding regional settlement dynamics, since older settlements 
supposedly occupied optimal settlement locations and had established a territory. This idea needs 
further elaboration, and can be addressed through the detailed and comparative study of settlement 
histories and their regional context. And third, the idea of boom and bust emphasizes fluctuation, 
as it is to be expected that social organization and habitation practices went through 
transformations during cycles of boom and bust. Again, as I also argued above, regional 
perspectives seem to be the key for understanding these complex interrelationships. 
  
                                                 
 
7 This was countered by Zvelebil (2001, 2009), among others, who argued that in Europe, population densities and 
growth rates of early farmers and complex hunter-gatherer populations did not necessarily differ significantly.  
8 Sutherland (1996). For a review of HBE and its relevance for the study of the transition from foraging to farming, 
see Winterhalder and Kennett (2006). 
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2.1.5 Making it work: settlements and subsistence practices  
Both climate change and demographic boom (and bust) are factors to take into consideration when 
studying Neolithization. Overemphasis on these large-scale push factors, however, diverts 
attention from smaller, human-scale, processes in play. In a study of mobility and migration in the 
Neolithic Mediterranean, Leppard (2014) argues that for people, the actual incentive or motivation 
for migration is more likely a short-term prospect for a better life rather than large-scale structuring 
processes. An understanding of community organization, therefore, is needed for explaining the 
actual movement of people. This requires a return to settlement data and a contextual 
understanding of local and regional processes of settlement and sedentarization. Furthermore, the 
ways in which migrant communities managed to ‘settle down’ and develop sedentary settlements 
in a range of landscapes depended not only on climatic and demographic factors, but also on the 
practices, strategies and networks farmers brought and developed.   
The study of subsistence economies and associated strategies of land use form an entry 
point for understanding Neolithic habitation practices. Traditional perspectives on Neolithic 
subsistence economies have supposed a transformation of farming practices between Southwest 
Asia and temperate Europe, because migrating farmers had to adapt their farming strategies to a 
harsher climate, a more densely forested environment, and to soils that were more difficult to 
cultivate than in Southwest Asia (e.g. Clark 1952). This would have urged farmers to adopt a 
regime of shifting cultivation. This shifting exploitation of the landscape would have manifested 
itself as a ‘slash-and-burn’ strategy, with farming communities moving on into unexploited 
landscapes in order to find new lands to cultivate – a process which was paired with the 
demographic boom which supposedly accompanied the spread of farming.9 The notion of shifting 
cultivation as the primeval agricultural system in Neolithic Europe was inspired by the influential 
non-archaeological studies by Boserup (1965) and Grigg (1974), which presented evolutionary 
approaches to the development of farming. Building upon historical and ethnographic sources, 
they proposed that farming essentially developed from simple and extensive to complex and 
intensive. Grigg listed slash-and-burn cultivation as the earliest system of farming.10 Boserup 
argued similarly that the evolution of farming followed a path towards shorter fallow periods, 
implying that the earliest farmers worked with very long fallow periods and shifting cultivation.11  
                                                 
 
9 Childe 1951 [1936], 64-65, proposed that the earliest farmers in Europe practiced slash-and-burn, while the earliest 
farmers in Southwest Asia practiced floodplain cultivation. 
10 Interestingly, Grigg (1974, 72-74) refers to an archaeological publication, Clark (1952), to argue that the earliest 
Neolithic farmers of Europe practiced slash-and-burn. He did acknowledge that slash-and-burn is less suitable in 
temperate areas than in the tropics, since temperate forest regenerates much less quickly than tropical rainforest. The 
incentive to develop more advanced (to stay within Grigg’s evolutionary framework) farming strategies is therefore 
stronger. Combining this with the logistical problems posed by settlement mobility in landscapes which are already 
densely inhabited by farmers, Grigg states that slash-and-burn is only viable in specific contexts, namely in areas with 
abundant land, and as a pioneer strategy. 
11 Even though slash-and-burn was initially proposed as a primeval farming technique preceding all other forms of 
farming, in practice it is more strongly associated with Europe than with Southwest Asia.  
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As an alternative to the shifting cultivation model, Sherratt (1980) proposed that early 
farmers, both in Southwest Asia and in Europe, mainly practiced floodplain cultivation.12 The 
implications of this model were that 1) farming was non-intensive: freshly deposited silt made the 
soil fertile and easy to work; 2) the regular deposition of silt would allow for a sedentary lifestyle, 
since relocation (of farming plots, settlements) was not enforced by soil degradation.; 3) farmers 
practiced spring sowing (after the winter floods); 4) farmers did not have to cut down dense forests, 
since these are not found in the river valleys where farmers first settled; therefore, their presence 
would have had little impact on the natural landscape; 5) as a result of demographic growth, 
farmers penetrated Europe via specific routes and settled only in specific landscapes, because of 
their preference for floodplains. Considering animal husbandry, Sherratt (1981, 1983) made a 
fundamental distinction between primary (meat, hides) and secondary (traction, dairy, wool) 
animal products. Sherratt argued for an evolution of Neolithic animal husbandry from the 
exclusive exploitation of primary products, to the intensive or specialized exploitation of 
secondary products after the ‘Secondary Products Revolution’ in the 4th and 3rd millennia BCE. In 
recent years, new evidence proved the exploitation of secondary products during the Neolithic (e.g. 
Evershed et al. 2008; Debono Spiteri et al. 2016), and several critical re-evaluations of Sherratt’s 
model have been published (e.g. Greenfield 2010; Halstead and Isaakidou 2011).  
It can be held that in both the shifting cultivation and floodplain cultivation model, 
Neolithic farming is approached as a ‘least effort’ endeavor. In the case of slash and burn, the 
burning of tree stumps creates a temporary fertility of the soil which does not require a lot of 
additional tillage (Grigg 1974),13 while Sherratt’s floodplain cultivation supposes crops to be 
grown only in those areas which were fertilized annually without much human effort needed. 
Bogaard (2002, 2004, 2005) has presented archaeological and experimental data in favor of a rather 
different model of early farming, arguing for ‘garden agriculture’ as the dominant mode of 
farming, both in Southwest Asia and in Europe. In Bogaard’s model, Neolithic farming economies 
were defined by the interdependence between agriculture and animal husbandry.14 She builds her 
argument by considering the amount of control over, and care for, plants and animals. For 
domesticated animals, Bogaard presents the decreasing size of cattle and pigs as an indication that 
animals did not breed with their larger wild cousins, which could mean that animals were stalled 
or penned in or close to the settlement. Next, an advantage of keeping animals close is that their 
dung can be easily collected and used as fuel and manure for garden plots. In this scenario, early 
farming was intensive (meaning a high input of labor per land unit (Van der Veen 2005)) rather 
                                                 
 
12 See Childe (1951 [1936], 65) for flooding as ‘natural irrigation’ in Southwest Asia. 
13 The implication is also that because tree stumps are often still present, plowing with cows or oxen is not very 
practical (see Isaakidou 2011). 
14 Obvious contributions of living animals lie in their afore-mentioned secondary products, i.e. dairy and traction, but 




than extensive: Neolithic farmers invested in their garden plots through the application of manure, 
tillage, and weeding. This allowed them to harvest several crops per year, and combined with crop 
rotation, the soil of the garden plots did not degrade over the years.15 Bogaard argues that intensive 
horticulture was most likely the basic mode of Neolithic agrarian production, and argues against 
radical climate-induced changes to the system: Neolithic farmers possessed a package of crops, 
animals and farming techniques that was easily adaptable to diverse environmental circumstances. 
It was in fact this package that allowed farming to spread to Europe – a view which can also be 
found in Düring’s idea of a “Second Neolithic Revolution” (2010, 122ff). 
This shift in perspective on Neolithic farming strategies, from the extensive slash-and-burn 
scenario of earlier generations to Bogaard’s intensive mixed horticulture, has several implications 
for the relationship between Neolithic subsistence economies and habitation practices. The model 
of shifting cultivation supposed that soil degradation after several years of extensive agriculture 
would be the main reason for farmers to relocate their settlements. While some saw this as 
essentially a system with a moving frontier (e.g. Childe 1951 [1936]), with farmers progressively 
moving into temperate Europe, others proposed that the practice of allowing plots of land to 
regenerate led to more closed systems of regular abandonment and subsequent reoccupation of 
settlement sites (e.g. Clark 1952; Grigg 1974). In contrast, intensive mixed horticulture allows for 
extended settlement longevity. Additionally, for Neolithic households, the proximity of garden 
plots to the settlement meant that they did not have to travel to distant fields, and the continuous 
presence of household members promoted the stability of the (nuclear) household unit. The long-
term occupation of settlements and garden plots would have allowed for the close attachment of 
communities to land, as well as for the development of household property rights and inheritance 
of plots of land over generations (cf. Bogaard 2005). 
While this model seems convincing, current research on farming economies in Southwest 
Asia, Anatolia and Europe shows that there was significant regional and diachronic variation in 
the relative contribution of different species of domesticated animals and crops to subsistence 
economies (e.g. Arbuckle et al. 2014; Cappers 2014; Ulaş and Fiorentino 2020). In Greece, goat 
and especially sheep were the mainstay of livestock (Halstead 1996), while in Northwest Anatolia 
and the Balkans, a higher percentage of cattle was found (Arbuckle et al. 2014). In Northwest 
Anatolia, this most likely went together with an early, 7th millennium, exploitation of dairy 
products (Evershed et al. 2008; Thissen et al. 2010), while dairy products were only introduced in 
the Aegean during the 6th millennium BCE (Debono Spiteri et al. 2016). For the Balkans, ongoing 
research by Ivanova et al. (2018) proposes a climate-related shift in subsistence practices between 
the Southern and the Northern Balkans, with several changes in the composition of the Neolithic 
crop and animal package, while Vieugué et al. (2015) have suggested that bone powder was used 
                                                 
 
15 Bogaard (2005) explains that archaeobotanical indicators for intensive horticulture include weeds: specific weed 
species are indicators for high fertility, most likely caused by manuring. The low frequency of weeds in stored grains 
can be an indication for weeding or crop cleaning. 
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as a substitute for dairy products during the Balkan Early Neolithic. Furthermore, inter-regional 
and diachronic fluctuations in the contribution of wild resources to subsistence economies 
(shellfish collecting, fishing, hunting, gathering) have been observed (e.g. Çakırlar 2013). Overall, 
the relationship between subsistence practices and habitation was in continuous development, and 
chronological change most likely included the adaptation of both subsistence economies and 
habitation practices to regional climates and environments. 
 
2.1.6 Conclusions 
From the above review of past and current insights into processes of Neolithization, several points 
emerge that will be further explored and confronted with settlement data in this thesis. The first 
point is that the explanatory framework for the development and dispersal of farming depends 
heavily on long-term processes and push factors, including climate change and population growth. 
The question is to what extent these factors are compatible with the human-scale dynamics 
accessible through the study of settlements. In an accumulative sense, small-scale actions can be 
said to add up to larger-scale trends, but the exact way in which a bottom-up perspective, informed 
by archaeological data, should take shape, requires further elaboration. This is a question of the 
appropriate scale(s) of approach to Neolithization, which will be further explored in the 
Theoretical Framework (chapter 3). 
The second point I want to consider is that the attention of recent scientific studies is mostly 
directed towards modeling the (progressive) expansion of farming, i.e., these studies focus mostly 
on the first appearance of farming, and they mainly aim to seek an answer to the migration versus 
cultural diffusion debate. Less attention is directed to how Neolithic ways of life, including 
subsistence economies, social organization and associated cultural practices, transformed in 
various regional settings, and how newly formed regional groups interacted over time. I propose 
that Neolithization is not only about progressive expansion, but also about interaction, exchange, 
local adaptations, and culture change. The transformation of social strategies affected how and 
why Neolithic populations and practices spread. More attention should therefore be directed to the 
development of Neolithic ways of life after their initial appearance, and the connection between 
large-scale models, field data, and inter-regional variability needs to be explicitly addressed (cf. 
Zvelebil 2009; Parkinson and Gyucha 2012). Overall, this means a shift from a sequential to a 
network understanding of Neolithization, and a return to a contextual and diachronic understanding 





2.2 Zooming in on the Balkan-Anatolian zone 
2.2.1 Introduction to the research area 
The Western Anatolian, Aegean and Balkan Neolithic are both geographically and chronologically 
situated between the Pre Pottery and Early Neolithic of Southwest Asia and Central Anatolia 
(8500-6500 BCE) and the Early Neolithic of Central Europe (5500-5000 BCE). While Seton Lloyd 
(1956) considered Anatolia an empty landmass until the Bronze Age, several researchers 
recognized its potential role in the development and spread of the Neolithic (Mellaart 1960b; 
Rodden 1965; French 1967; Özdoǧan 1997). From the point of view of the Aegean and the 
Balkans, there have been mixed attitudes towards recognizing the connecting role of Anatolia. 
Greek archaeology has more often looked at the Levant rather than at Anatolia for cultural parallels 
(e.g. Demoule and Perlès 1993; Perlès 2005), while in the Balkans, Anatolia has been either treated 
as an ill-defined and undifferentiated area of origin of subsequent waves of migrants, or has been 
ignored altogether (see critiques in Özdoǧan 1997; Thissen 2010; Whittle et al. 2016). 
The various countries and regions in the Balkan-Anatolian zone have different research 
histories, which resulted in differences in terminology, as well as limited insight into the 
chronological relationships between regional sequences (see detailed discussion in Özdoǧan 1997 
and 1999). Anatolian chronological systems are generally more oriented towards the archaeology 
of Southwest Asia, while prehistoric archaeology of Greece and Balkan countries is more often 
focused on the national cultural sequence (Bailey and Panayotov (eds.) 1995; Papathanassopoulos 
(ed.) 1996; Bailey 1998; Milisauskas 2011). The order in which archaeological field data became 
available led to a situation in which the cultural sequences of Greece and the Balkans were already 
established well before there was any knowledge about the Neolithic of Western Anatolia, which 
means that the role of Anatolia in the Neolithization of the Aegean and the Balkans was long 
overlooked (Özdoǧan 1997). 
New field data from, among others, Western Anatolia and the Northern Aegean calls for a 
re-evaluation of the role of the Balkan-Anatolian zone in the connections between Europe and 
Western Asia. In recent years, the communication between regional specialists has improved 
significantly, leading to a number of publications integrating studies from both sides of the Aegean 
(Hiller and Nikolov (eds.) 2000; Thissen 2000a; Lichter (ed.) 2005; Gatsov and Schwarzberg (eds.) 
2006). Although a large amount of new field data is currently entering the international 
archaeological community, at the same time, the information generated in both old and new field 
projects is fragmented, often poorly published, or difficult to access, which means that writing 
inter-regional syntheses requires a great deal of dedication. The development of effective methods 
for inter-regional comparison would create the possibility of moving from seeing Anatolia and the 
Balkans as a ‘stepping stone’ in the Neolithic expansion process, to seeing it as a zone with its 
own internal dynamics and complexity (cf. Thissen 2005). Indeed, the question is whether the 
Balkans and Western Anatolia should a priori be regarded as a cultural entity. Research should 
now focus on unravelling the various interactions and non-interactions in this area, in order to 
obtain better insights into the complex development of Neolithic ways of life.  
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2.2.2 Mesolithic background 
In order to understand how the beginning of the Neolithic affected Western Anatolia, the Aegean, 
and the Balkans, the preceding Epipalaeolithic and Mesolithic periods have to be considered first. 
Did Neolithic farming spread into areas already occupied by Mesolithic hunter-gatherers, and did 
this either marginalize or absorb these groups over time, or did the Neolithic spread into areas 
largely devoid of habitation? Hunter-gatherer presence in Anatolia, the Aegean and the Balkans is 
much debated. In the past decades, discussion focused mainly on explaining the apparent lack of 
Mesolithic occupation in large parts of the research area – whether this was a matter of a lack of 
specialized research, of an archaeological invisibility of Mesolithic open air sites, or of a real 
absence of Mesolithic occupation (Perlès 2001; Kotsakis 2001; Merkyte 2003; Bailey 2006; 
Gatsov 2006; Séfériades 2007). For the Balkans, it has been suggested that Mesolithic fishers 
favored high-biomass forest margins at lakesides and riverbanks, as well as coastal landscapes, 
over the densely forested inlands of the Early Holocene. Unfortunately, it is exactly these favored 
environments that have suffered most from erosion, alluvium and marine transgression (Bailey 
2006; Gurova and Bonsall 2014). Overall, targeted research has recently contributed to more 
insight into Mesolithic subsistence and habitation (Galanidou 2011; Sampson 2015), although 
there are still large areas which were either not explored or have not yet yielded Mesolithic finds 




Figure 2.2. Epipalaeolithic and Mesolithic sites in Western Anatolia, the Aegean, and the Balkans. 1) Öküzini; 2) 
Belbası; 3) Beldibi; 4) Karain cave; 5) Baradiz; 6) Kayadibi; 7) Kalkanlı; 8) Ibonun Rampası; 9) Domalı; 10) 
Gümüşdere; 11) Ağaçlı; 12) Gavdos; 13) Plakias; 14) Melos; 15) Maroulas (open air); 16) Franchthi cave; 17) 
Klissoura cave; 18) Ulbrich; 19) Zaïmis cave; 20) Theopetra cave; 21) Alonnisos; 22) Yioura; 23) Cyclops cave; 24) 
Preveza; 25) Konispol; 26) Sidari (open air); 27) Kryegjata; 28) Vlushe; 29) Odmut; 30) Trebacki; 31) Medena Stijena; 
32) Lepenski Vir; 33) Schela Cladovei; 34) Pobiti Kamani (Dikilitash). Note that in most of the study areas, i.e., 
Western Anatolia, North-eastern Greece and the Southern Balkans, Mesolithic settlement is conspicuously scarce. 
 
In the Marmara region, sites of the Ağaçlı group lie on sand dunes close to the Black Sea 
coast – but these sites were not excavated and are therefore not dated (Gatsov and Özdoǧan 1994). 
While the Anatolian west coast is tantalizingly empty, recent survey research located one 
Mesolithic site on the Karaburun peninsula, in the Izmir province (Ç. Çilingiroğlu et al. 2016 and 
2020). In the Aegean, Mesolithic finds are mostly from caves, with excavated sites including the 
Franchthi Cave in the Peloponnese, the Theopetra Cave in Thessaly, and the Cyclops Cave in the 
Sporades (Tomkins 2009; Galanidou 2011). Recently, Sampson (2015) argued that the lithic 
industries encountered in these Aegean caves display close similarities to lithics from a group of 
caves on the South Anatolian coast, including Karain (Seeher 1989; Martinoli 2004).  
The fragmentary and poorly dated evidence for Mesolithic occupation in the Aegean and 
Western Anatolia provides little insight into the social organization and habitation practices of 
Mesolithic populations. As a result, excavated well-preserved Mesolithic settlements in the 
Danube Gorges in Serbia are crucial for understanding the potential complexity of Mesolithic 
semi-sedentary groups. At sites such as Lepenski Vir and Vlasac, hunters-fishers lived in 
substantial dwellings on the river banks, and seem to have attained a high level of sedentism and 
social complexity (Borić 2002, 2007a; Merkyte 2003; Bailey 2006). In this light, Aegean cave 
sites may not represent residential bases, but rather upland outposts associated with procurement 
of inland resources (cf. Gurova and Bonsall 2014, 99). Recently investigated open air sites in the 
Aegean, such as Maroulas on Kythnos and Roos and Stelida on Naxos, yielded evidence for round 
domestic architecture. Furthermore, recent research has shown indications for proto-domestication 
processes of goats and pigs in the Aegean contemporary to the PPN periods in the Levant 
(Galanidou 2014, 22-3; Sampson 2015). There is now increasing appreciation for the complexity 
of the Mesolithic, although many questions remain. 
A number of researchers have explicitly explored an indigenous approach to the 
Neolithization of the Aegean (Kotsakis 2001; Séfériades 2007) and the Balkans (Whittle 1996; 
Zvelebil 2001), but in recent years, such ideas have been put aside on the basis of both 
archaeological and genetic evidence. While there is little direct evidence for contact between 
Mesolithic and Neolithic populations, the abovementioned sites from the Danube Gorges are an 
exception. There, both partial contemporaneity between Late Mesolithic and Early Neolithic 
settlements, occupying different ecological niches (cf. Sherratt 2004; Shennan 2009), and 
exchange of material culture and resources between Mesolithic and Neolithic groups has been 
shown (Tringham 2000a; Borić 2007a). The question remains, however, to what extent this 
situation is representative of Mesolithic-Neolithic interactions in other parts of the Balkans and the 
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Aegean. In the Aegean, the question of the contemporaneity between Mesolithic and Neolithic 
sites is still unresolved. Mesolithic sites are either not dated, or show a hiatus in occupation during 
the Neolithic transition. The excavated cave deposits of Franchthi, Theopetra, and the Cyclops 
Cave have not yielded convincing evidence for forager-farmer interactions (Galanidou 2011). 
Given these problems with understanding farming-forager interactions in Anatolia and the 
Aegean, recent perspectives on Mesolithic communities do not necessarily regard these groups as 
the ancestors of Neolithic farmers, but rather as groups with ancient knowledge of maritime routes 
(Reingruber 2011a; Sampson 2015). Acknowledging a Mesolithic presence in the Aegean and the 
Balkans before and during the transition to the Neolithic could help explain possible continuities 
in lithic technologies (Gatsov 2006) and the continued exploitation and spread of flint and obsidian 
(Reingruber 2011a, Galanidou 2011, Perlès et al. 2011; Gurova and Bonsall 2014). The 
fragmentary nature of evidence for Mesolithic occupation in Anatolia, the Aegean and the Balkans, 
and its coarse-grained resolution in terms of dating, makes it difficult to grasp the nature and scale 
of Mesolithic society in Anatolia and the Balkans, and its fate when developed farming groups 
appeared.  
 
2.2.3 Neolithization: routes, waves, and interactions 
Over the years, various proposals have been made regarding the routes through which Neolithic 
farming groups disseminated into Western Anatolia and the Aegean during the 7th millennium. In 
Anatolia, natural inland routes connect the Central Anatolian Plain to Northwestern Anatolia (Efe 
2000; Seeher 2011) and Central West Anatolia (Ç. Çilingiroğlu and Çakırlar 2013).16 Along the 
South Anatolian coast, a maritime route seems to have been navigated since at least the Mesolithic 
and the Pre-Pottery Neolithic (Horejs et al. 2015; Sampson 2015), and through this route, the 
Southwest Asian Neolithic was possibly connected to maritime exchange networks in the Aegean 
(Perlès et al. 2011). It has been proposed that the Neolithization of the Western Aegean was 
sparked by direct island hopping colonization from the Levant, by-passing Anatolia (Demoule and 
Perlès 1993, 365; Broodbank 1999; Perlès 2001). More recently, the role of the West Anatolian 
coast has been considered as an important area mediating maritime interactions between the East 
and West Aegean (Lichter 2002 and 2005; Reingruber 2011a; Leppard 2014).  
The Neolithization of the Balkans, which began around 6000 BCE, is generally associated 
with penetration through the river valleys of the Struma, Vardar, Morava, and Maritsa (Nikolov 
1989; Lichardus-Itten 1993; Tringham 2000a; Zvelebil 2001; Krauß et al. 2017).17 In the 1990s, 
Özdoǧan proposed a key role for the Northwest Anatolian Marmara region in the connections 
between Anatolia and the Balkans (Özdoǧan 1993, 1997, 1999), while he also considered Turkish 
Thrace for the role of the missing link between Anatolia and the Balkans (Özdoǧan 2011c). More 
                                                 
 
16 Via the valleys of the Büyük and Küçük Menderes (Big and Small Maeander) and Gediz Rivers. 
17 For Central Europe, it has also been argued that rivers represent the ‘highways’ of LBK dispersal. See Rowley-
Conwy 2011, S438-9 for review and references.  
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recently, a hypothetical route along the Western Black Sea coast has been suggested in several 
publications (Bailey 2006; Özdoǧan 2011b; Gurova and Bonsall 2014), in which the now 
inundated coastal landscape of the Black Sea would have been the home base of both Late 
Mesolithic groups and incoming Neolithic farmers. 
It is becoming increasingly clear that in the Balkan-Anatolian zone, the Neolithic did not 
spread through a single route, nor in a single ‘wave of advance’. Rather, the appearance and 
development of the Neolithic can be further broken down into several stages. Through a series of 
publications, Özdoǧan has developed a ‘multiple wave’ narrative for the Neolithization of Western 
Anatolia and the Balkans during the 7th and 6th millennia BCE. Özdoǧan (2013) reconstructs two 
main waves of dispersal from Anatolia to Southeastern Europe, each associated with distinct routes 
and packages of material culture (Table 2.2). After an ‘Initial Stage’, in which some elements of 
the Neolithic began to appear outside of the core areas of the Neolithic in the Fertile Crescent and 
Central Anatolia, the ‘First Wave’ of dispersal, dated to the middle of the 7th millennium, is 
associated with the dispersal of Monochrome pottery, while the ‘Second Wave’ of dispersal, dated 
to the period after c. 6200 BCE, is associated with Red Slipped and Painted Wares, as well as with 
a range of other objects, including stamp seals (Lichter 2011).18 Özdoǧan (2013) associates this 
latter stage with a massive endemic movement from Central Anatolia to the Balkans. Similar ideas 
were investigated by Brami and Heyd (2011) and E. Özdoǧan (2015).  
  
                                                 
 
18 For pottery studies of RSBW, see Çilingiroğlu 2009b; for painted wares, see Schubert 1999. Painted pottery marks 
the start of the Early Chalcolithic in Anatolia (Schoop 2005b), although there was a gradual increase in painted pottery 
during the Late Neolithic (Mellaart 1970). Painted pottery is associated with the Greek Middle Neolithic (Urem-
Kotsou et al. 2014). The similarity between painted pottery and material culture assemblages from Hacılar and the 
Greek Sesklo Culture were already noted by Mellaart (1958). See for material culture packages Çilingiroğlu (2005); 
Perlès (2005) uses ‘small finds’ to argue against an Anatolian origin of the Greek Early Neolithic. 
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Stage Date Areas of interest and associated finds 
The Initial Stage Early 7th 
millennium 
Western Anatolia 
Red terrazzo floors 
Limited pottery repertoire 
The Monochrome 
Stage 




Monochrome pottery; versatile chipped stone technologies 
(micro-blades, bullet cores) 
 
Western Anatolia and Thrace 
Western group: 
Red Slipped and Burnished Wares 
The Red-Slipped and 
Painted Stage 
End of the 7th/early 
6th millennium 
Western Anatolian Early Chalcolithic; Aegean Middle Neolithic; 
Balkan Early Neolithic 
Red-slipped pottery with white painted decorations; festooned 
bone implements; relief decorated pottery. 
Steatopygous figurines; bone spoons; pintaderas; lack of 
sophisticated lithic technology. 
The Final Stage; 
Balkan-Anatolian 
interaction zone 
Middle of the 6th 
millennium 
Western Anatolian Middle Chalcolithic; Aegean Late Neolithic; 
Balkan Late Neolithic (Vinča) 
Black topped pottery 
Table 2.2. Stages of Neolithization in the Balkan-Anatolian zone according to Özdoǧan 2013, 190-9. 
 
These theories will be discussed further in the Case Studies (chapters 5-9) and Discussion 
(chapter 11), since such generalizing approaches need the constant confrontation with the 
archaeological record, and need to be refined and revised on the basis of perspectives offered by 
the local and regional scale. Indeed, Özdoǧan is the first to nuance his ‘multiple waves’ model by 
suggesting that he regards the Balkans and Anatolia as a cultural zone characterized by internal 
interaction, and that he considers local and regional variability in modes of Neolithization (2013, 
191). Still, it is clear that Özdoǧan considers Southeastern Europe as a recipient of Neolithic ways 
of life, with the core areas (mainly Central Anatolia) as the main locus of cultural transformation, 
and as the place of origin of both populations and material culture packages. The development of 
a true interaction zone is regarded more as the result of subsequent east-west colonization 
movements, rather than as something central to the successful development of Neolithic ways of 
life (see also Garasanin 2000; Efe 2000). 
Within this general framework of Neolithization, regional scholarship adds a level of detail 
and a clearer connection to field data and culture-historical sequences. In Bulgaria, the 
periodization of the Early Neolithic distinguishes several pottery and material culture packages, 
which are generally associated with subsequent incoming populations. According to Boyadzhiev 
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(2009), the first farming groups were characterized by monochrome pottery,19 and he tentatively 
dates this ‘monochrome horizon’ between 6200 and 6100 BCE. The near-lack of monochrome 
sites in Thrace is explained by the non-monumental character of these early sites, and post-
depositional processes such as alluviation.20 Boyadzhiev sees a clear distinction between this early 
stage of the Neolithic and the rise of established farming cultures with painted pottery: the “bearers 
of white painted pottery” are thought to have arrived in Bulgaria as a fresh wave of immigrants. 
This substantial movement marginalized and overpowered the monochrome settlements in the 
Southern parts of Bulgaria.21 Two main painted pottery cultures are distinguished: Karanovo I in 
Thrace and the West Bulgarian Painted Ceramic (WBPC) in Western Bulgaria – including the 
Struma river valley.22 The WBPC is seen as the predecessor of the Early Neolithic ‘Starčevo’ 
culture of the Central Balkans (Pavúk 2007; Bogdanovic 2007), and therefore forms a potential 
link between Anatolian, Aegean, Balkan, and Central European Neolithic cultures. While the 
pottery sequence of regions in Greece shows a similar transition from Early Neolithic monochrome 
to Middle Neolithic painted pottery, in Greek scholarship, it is much more customary to emphasize 
the local or regional development of the Neolithic, which seems to suppose a large degree of 
continuity in occupation by the same populations from the earliest Neolithic onwards (cf. Urem-
Kotsou et al. 2014).  
In Western Anatolia, where field data is the result of relatively recent research, insight into 
regional sequences is developing. The pottery sequence of Ulucak (Ç. Çilingiroğlu 2009c) is 
crucial for understanding the regional sequence and the inter-regional connections of the Anatolian 
West coast. Pottery styles and surface treatments initially suggested close links to the Southwest 
Anatolian Lake District (French 1965). More recently, links between the initial occupation of 
Western Anatolia and the Northern Levant have been proposed as well (Horejs et al. 2015). For 
Northwestern Anatolia, the so-called Fikirtepe culture was identified early on by Bittel 
(1969/1970), and over the last decades, a clearer understanding of its dating and development has 
been obtained (Özdoǧan 1983a; Seeher 2011; Özdoǧan 2013; Gerritsen and Özbal 2016). 
Interactive perspectives on the early stages of the Neolithic in the Balkan-Anatolian zone can be 
found in studies focusing on the exchange of obsidian (Reingruber 2011a; Perlès et al. 2011; Horejs 
et al. 2015). The occurrence of impressed pottery, between  6200 and 5900 BCE, is also associated 
with (maritime) interactions between settled communities (Ç. Çilingiroğlu 2010). 
                                                 
 
19 Notable sites belonging to this initial stage include Hoca Çeşme in the Maritsa tributary (Turkish Thrace), Krainitsi 
in the Struma Valley, Kuklen on the Thracian Plain, and Koprivets and Dzhulyunitsa Smardesh in Northeastern 
Bulgaria (Boyadzhiev 2009). 
20 See Stefanova (1996) for a discussion of the evidence or a monochrome horizon in Bulgaria. Stefanova compares 
the monochrome pottery to early painted pottery, and argues that there is no fundamental difference in pottery 
technology. 
21 Notably, contemporary with the emergence of white painted pottery cultures in the Struma Valley and Thrace, the 
monochrome sites in the Northern parts of Bulgaria persisted and show a more or less continuous development 
(Boyadzhiev 2009). 
22 The West Bulgarian Painted Pottery Culture was originally defined by Gaul (1948). 
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2.2.4 Settlement archaeology in the Balkan-Anatolian zone 
Current insights into the Neolithization of the Balkan-Anatolian zone are primarily based on the 
study of pottery and material culture, and focus mainly on the chronology and cultural connections 
of Neolithization. Although these finds are from settlement contexts, and settlement sequences 
therefore play a crucial role in establishing and interpreting these chronologies, an explicit focus 
on settlements themselves is largely missing from inter-regional perspectives. Architecture and 
settlement studies are more often carried out on a local or regional scale (e.g. Umurtak 2000; 
Düring 2006; Nanoglou 2008; Souvatzi 2008a; Naumov 2013), and therefore lack a larger-scale 
comparative component.23 Furthermore, through their local or regional focus, settlement studies 
have developed diverse approaches and terminologies, which complicates inter-regional 
comparison.  
Nonetheless, several overarching ideas about settlement and architecture in Anatolia and 
the Southeastern Europe can be identified. First is inter-regional and diachronic variability in 
settlement longevity and architectural durability, which is generally related to both environmental 
and cultural factors. An established idea is that there was a distinction between the first Neolithic 
settlements of the Southern (Mediterranean) and the Northern (temperate) Balkans. For the 
Southern Balkans, including Greece and Bulgarian Thrace, it is understood that Early Neolithic 
settlements were rebuilt on the same location over generations, and that the vertical 
superimposition of houses, combined with their tight clustering, made these settlements grow into 
tells. In contrast, Early Neolithic settlements in Western Bulgaria, Serbia, Southeastern Hungary 
and the Danube plain (South Romania and North Bulgaria), are thought to have consisted more 
often of clusters of pits  (Halstead 1989; Bailey 1999a and 2000, 52-62; Greenfield and Jongsma 
2006). These settlements were rarely occupied longer than one or two generations: settlements 
tended to be relocated over time, and tells did not form. Greenfield and Jongsma (2006) presented 
this as a prelude to the Central European Neolithic, where LBK settlements show lateral 
displacement rather  than vertical stratification. While the differences between Mediterranean and 
Temperate Balkan settlements are mainly explained by differences in environment, in Northern 
Greece, the presence of both flat settlements and tells has inspired ideas about inter-community 
variability in the concept of Neolithic domesticity and habitation practices (Kotsakis 1999 and 
2014; Pappa 2007). Along the same line of thought, Bailey (2000, 62) suggested a qualitative 
difference between tells with durable architecture as “deep expressions of tradition”, and flat 
settlements with pit dwellings as expressions of “an atmosphere of relative impermanence”. These 
discussions about the cultural connotations of pit dwellings bypass the fact that the archaeological 
identification of pits-as-dwellings is all but straightforward. Minichreiter (2001) distinguished 
different types of pits with different functions in settlements of the Early Neolithic Starčevo 
Culture of the Central Balkans, including pits used for storage, loam extraction, and waste disposal, 
                                                 
 
23 An exception is Lichter’s 1993 study of Neolithic architecture in the Balkans. 
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while only some pits can be interpreted as workshops or dwellings. Minichreiter proposed that 
large and complex pits often found in Starčevo settlements were dwellings. Others, however, have 
argued that pit dwellings are a figment of archaeological imagination rather than a Neolithic reality 
(Lichter 1993; Lichardus-Itten 2006; Bánffy 2013). Lichardus-Itten (2006) has called for a review 
of the evidence from the Northern Balkans, suggesting that in many cases, sub-floor spaces and 
other negative features were misinterpreted as pit dwellings.24  
Rather than assuming a priori that tells represent settlement continuity and flat settlements 
represent impermanence and mobility, Rosenstock (2006 and 2012) presented an archaeometric 
approach to the variable importance of tells in Anatolia and Southeastern Europe, weighing the 
contribution of both environmental and cultural factors, including soil type, climate (temperature, 
precipitation), building materials (especially the relative importance of mud and wood), and 
settlement longevity. Since tell formation is the result of the interplay between these variables, the 
absence of tells need not equal the absence of settlement permanence – and the presence of tells 
need not indicate fully sedentary habitation strategies (cf. Bailey 1999b). Furthermore, although 
climate and ecology play an important role in tell formation, these are not determining factors. The 
Danube delta is a case in point: there, the earliest Neolithic settlements were inconspicuous and 
consisted of pit dwellings and insubstantial surface-level houses, while tells developed in the Late 
Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic period through changes in habitation practices (Bailey et al. 
2002). Here, the habitation practices of prehistoric communities, rather than environmental factors, 
were the main contributor to changes in settlement morphology. 
A second theme addressed through the study of architecture and settlement is the 
development of social complexity of communities. For Neolithic Greece, the dichotomy between 
inter-household cooperation and competition has been explored by Halstead (1995). On the basis 
of mainly Thessalian settlement data, he proposed a development from Early Neolithic “open 
villages” with freestanding houses and shared open spaces, to Late Neolithic “segmented 
settlements”, in which households became more spatially distinct and a greater degree of 
household autonomy and social inequality developed. Halstead suggested that these developments 
should be seen as a prelude to Aegean Bronze Age society. Souvatzi (2008a) developed a different 
approach, emphasizing the variability between Neolithic settlements and households, rejecting 
teleological approaches to Neolithic settlement and society. Furthermore, she questioned 
Halstead’s equation of complexity with hierarchy, arguing that the development of social 
complexity can also be paired with ideas about increasing cooperation between domestic units. 
She carefully scrutinized the idea of the ‘autonomous household’, by showing that inter-household 
cooperation stood at the basis of socio-economic organization throughout the Neolithic. Souvatzi 
especially put emphasis on “household as process”, meaning that throughout their lifespan, 






households go through various stages in household composition, which affects their relationships 
with other households and with the community (see also Steadman 2004, 525-6). For the Balkans, 
social approaches to architecture and settlement can be found in Tringham (1991), Bailey (1996, 
1999a and b), and Borić (2007b), who have investigated the intersection of domestic architecture 
and the social fabric of Neolithic community life. Tringham (1991) and Bailey (1990, 1996, 1999a, 
1999b, 2005) approached Balkan domestic architecture from the point of view of the life cycle of 
houses and households, while Borić (2007b) explored Levi-Strauss’ concept of the ‘House 
Society’ as a framework within which to understand the centrality of the house in social relations 
and cultural transmission.  
 
2.3 Conclusions 
The framework for the study of development and spread of farming societies relies upon a century 
of scholarship. Only since a decade or so ago, however, have archaeological evidence and 
theoretical models become more integrated, and exciting possibilities for studying the 
chronological, climatic and demographic context of the transition to farming have emerged. Rather 
than moving from models to data and brushing over local and regional variability, it becomes 
increasingly possible to move from data to models.  
Scholars working in the Balkans and Anatolia have a history of non-communication, which 
can be explained by a combination of national borders and language differences, differences in 
history and intensity of archaeological research, and differences in research interest. Recent studies 
aiming at integrating Neolithic research from these countries mainly operate on the level of 
explaining waves of Neolithic dispersal through the study of pottery sequences – and focus less on 
the workings of the Neolithic world in the Balkan-Anatolian zone. The crucial bottleneck between 
Southwest Asia and Europe is in fact a very diverse zone, with different landscapes in which early 
farmers settled. Finding the balance between the narrative of Neolithic expansion ‘from east to 
west’ and the narrative of Neolithic diversification and transformation through the multi-region 
parallel development of Neolithic ways of life is the main goal of this study.  
Current perspectives on Neolithic architecture and habitation practices in the Balkan-
Anatolian zone are founded upon limited field data, and ideas about the relationships between 
settlement and social organization have rarely been tested through a systematic discussion of 
excavation data (cf. criticism in Souvatzi 2008a, 112). The broad distribution of information in 
time and space means that current ideas about habitation and settlement organization are based on 
the comparison of settlements dating centuries or even millennia apart (e.g. Pappa 2007; Furholt 
2016), and that regional-scale variability is understudied. Recent fieldwork allows for developing 
a comparative perspective with a greater level of detail, both because of the possibility of reducing 
chronological and spatial frameworks, and because new regions and sites of interest were added 
to the Neolithic map.  
The connection between Neolithization models and settlement data starts out with a 
bottom-up approach: processes of Neolithic dispersal, as well as processes of the changing 
29 
 
definition of Neolithic ways of life, were rooted in community organization and small-scale 
practices. The development and comparison of regional settlement perspectives requires further 
elaboration on several key concepts. First, I argue that we need to consider the inherent temporal 
and spatial multi-scalarity of the archaeological record, which is especially clear in the study of 
settlements and settled landscapes. Second, zoomed in on settlement and its relation with social 
organization, I want to discuss ideas about the social interpretation of the built environment, 
settlement longevity and (intergenerational) social strategy, and mobility. Therefore, I proceed by 
laying out a theoretical foundation for the study of the intersection between habitation practices, 








The study of Neolithization is essentially the study of cultural transmission: how did farming, a 
subsistence practice developed by sedentary hunter-gatherers in the Fertile Crescent and Central 
Anatolia, spread to regions further away over time? In order to study this process, we have to ask 
a twofold question: first, how can cultural transmission be studied from the material perspective 
of archaeologists? And second, on what scale does cultural transmission happen - i.e. how can we 
bring the question of cultural transmission to a level that archaeologists can study contextually, 
while at the same time aspiring to produce larger-scale narratives?  
When studying the development of societies, the issue of scale immediately comes to the 
fore. My first concern is with the production of narratives about the prehistoric past: with what 
goal do we study developments over space and time? Archaeologists have the possibility to look 
back upon millennia of human history, and have the possibility of reconstructing patterns and 
narratives that had little significance to the people living their lives in the past (e.g. Sherratt 1995). 
At the same time, however, archaeologists have intimate insights into past lives, since we are often 
dealing with the accumulated remains of everyday activities in their settlement context. Arguments 
that this intimate scale should be seen as the key to understanding the past gained strength towards 
the end of the 20th century (e.g. Tringham 1994, 2012). Such perspectives have been criticized for 
making the analysis of the small scale a goal in itself, rather than a starting point for understanding 
the development of society: both Shennan (2002) and Renfrew (2007) argued that archaeology has 
suffered from a loss of nerve to address big questions.  
It is tempting to associate the intimacy of human lives with locality and with short-term 
chronological frameworks; however, it can also be held that global and local are not separate 
realms of analysis (e.g. Robertson 1995). Multi-scalarity can be seen as an intricate aspect of life, 
and of society. People are embedded in a web of local, global, short-term and long-term processes 
and interactions. Therefore, multi-scalar concerns should always play a role in archaeological 
analyses, even if archaeologists choose to focus on the daily lives of prehistoric people. The small 
scale provides access to questions and patterns beyond immediate observation. 
As students of material remains, archaeologists cannot do without a theory of things. Over 
the past decades, archaeologists have been drawn to social theories that have much to say about 
the material world. Perspectives on material culture derived from Bourdieu’s Theory of Practice, 
Latour’s Actor-Network-Theory, and phenomenology are discussed in the first part of this chapter. 
In the next part of this chapter, I focus on the ways in which these ideas about people and things 
can be integrated into an approach encompassing the multi-scalarity of time and space. Lastly, I 
focus on the implications of this approach for the study of prehistoric domestic architecture and 




3.2 People, things and meaning  
3.2.1 The evolution of archaeological thought 
It is archaeology’s primary task to understand and explain past societies by studying their material 
remains. This statement seems straightforward, but it forms the basis of intense and often very 
abstract discussions in archaeological theory, which draw inspiration from philosophy and the 
social sciences. From the archaeologist’s point of view, the first question must be what it is about 
past societies that archaeology has to explain; and the second question is how this explanation 
follows from the study of material remains. Answering these two questions involves thinking about 
the relationships between people, material culture and the nature of society, and conceptualizations 
of these relationships may be taken all the way down to fundamental epistemological and 
ontological questions about human being-in-the-world. Over the past decades, there have been 
several general changes in archaeology’s attitude towards the relationship between material 
remains and social explanations. What was previously considered to be beyond the scope of 
research, such as social and spiritual organization (Hawkes 1954), became the focus of 
archaeological research in the late 20th and early 21st century. 
Thinking about society and material culture has been influenced by both evolutionary and 
systemic paradigms. Evolutionary thought has had a decisive influence on the early development 
of prehistoric archaeology. In the late 19th and early 20th century, newly developed ideas about 
biological evolution served as a source of inspiration for studying the origins and development of 
humanity (‘social evolution’), and more importantly it helped forge a direct link between societal 
progress and material culture (e.g. Morgan 1877). In the 1960s, New Archaeologists put the stakes 
even higher by arguing for the possibility of a truly scientific archaeology by aiming to find the 
systematic relationships between environment, material culture and human behavior. Often 
drawing on ethnographic research, this involved determining the attributes of different kinds of 
societies , and these different types of social organization were placed in evolutionary schemes of 
development (Service 1962). This meant that societies were mostly thought of in socio-economic 
terms, and explanation of change from one stage of organization to the next were often sought in 
factors external to society itself (Binford 1983).  
In the shift from the processual to the post-processual paradigm, archaeological 
interpretation experienced a radical turn from environmental, or technological, to social 
determinism. A renewed interest in the way in which human subjectivity determines the meaning 
of the world, seen across the humanities, gave a new dimension to archaeological interpretation. 
This ‘social turn’ in archaeology made the relationship between people and material culture the 
subject of explicit theoretical attention. Material objects were lifted out of the realm of 
straightforward functionalism and gained a new significance. Objects were no longer thought of 
as means of adaptation to the environment, but were now appreciated for their role in human ideas 
about the world. Post-processual archaeologists in search for ‘meaning’ in their material data 
turned to structuralist and poststructuralist theories about the symbolism of objects (Olsen 2006). 
These theorists especially drew inspiration from poststructural linguistics, which led to the idea 
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that archaeologists should regard “material culture as text”, through which they could aspire to 
“reading the past” (Hodder 1986; Hodder 1989; Tilley (ed) 1990). Regarding subjective meanings 
as akind of metaphysical truth imposed onto objects by humans is particularly problematic for 
prehistoric archaeology, since it seems to inhibit the possibility of being able to ‘read’ the meanings 
people ascribed to material culture in the distant past from our modern perspective. Although post-
processual archaeology tried to avoid this dead-end by pointing to the possibilities of using context, 
as well as “our imaginations and anthropological experience” (Tringham 1994, 183) as a guide to 
interpretation, the need to deal with subject/object relations remained. In the following section, I 
discuss some recent contributions towards developing frameworks that give a more prominent role 
to the relationships between people and things in the study of (past) societies.  
 
3.2.2 Materiality studies 
The abovementioned poststructuralist notion that objects are carriers of subjective meanings 
received increasing criticism in the early 21st century (Latour 2005; Henare, Holbraad and Wastell 
2007).  These critiques stemmed from dissatisfaction, both in archaeology and the social sciences, 
with the way in which poststructuralism led to a conceptualization of the material world as distinct 
from, and opposed to, the social world of people (e.g. Dant 2005, 84). In anthropology and 
sociology, scholars realized that the material world was unjustifiably disregarded in explanations 
of cultural behavior and ideas (Miller 2005; Dant 2005).25 In archaeology, the material has of 
course always played a central role, but even among archaeologists, the view remained that 
material finds somehow had to be translated into social terms for archaeology to make a 
meaningful contribution to understanding the development of society.  
In this context, there has been a growing interest in conceptual frameworks in which the 
distinction between subject and object is regarded as something that obscures the fact that people 
are part of the world and hence do not impose their metaphysical will onto it. ‘The social’ does 
not precede the object world, and there is no human thought which does not have any bearing on 
a material reality (Miller 2005). Rather, human consciousness is formed in close engagement with 
the world. Things therefore do not just ‘represent’ something else, but they make it possible to 
think certain thoughts, and they extend the temporal and spatial frameworks of experience (Henare 
et al. 2007; Gamble 1998). There seems to be a general consensus now that in order to reach an 
apt conceptualization of the relationship between people and things, the Cartesian dichotomies 
entrenched in the post-Enlightenment development of western thought - e.g. subject-object, mind-
body, and culture-nature - need to be challenged.26 Miller posits that there are three main strands 
                                                 
 
25 See Miller 2005, 5-6: for a long time, material culture studies had a very low status in anthropology. Miller argues 
that this follows from the fact that objects often act upon human behavior in ‘invisible’ ways: we take objects so much 
for granted, that we do not see their enabling and restraining force over our lives. 
26 E.g. Latour 2005, Ingold 2007, and Dolwick 2009. Ingold 2006 adds animate/inanimate to this list. 
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of thought that claim to have transcended these dichotomies: dialectics, phenomenology, and 
Latour’s actor-network-theory.27 
Pierre Bourdieu’s Theory of Practice (1977) belongs to the first category. In a range of 
publications, Bourdieu proposed habitus, practice and field as three constituent parts of society. 
The habitus is often seen as Bourdieu’s central concept, and can tentatively be defined as a system 
of dispositions in which people are socialized. The habitus is not a stable force over people’s lives, 
but is something that is in constant reproduction and transformation through practice. A third 
structuring principle is the field, which can be described as a context of interaction. Granting 
individuals a certain amount of reflection on their positions in the game of social reproduction, it 
can be said that: 
 
In his reaction to the structuralist paradigm dominating French intellectual life 
at the time, (…) Bourdieu inserted the individual back into what were otherwise 
overly deterministic accounts of human practice. Likewise, because Bourdieu 
views habitus as both structured and structuring, it is possible to see why some 
scholars have argued that he leaves room for individuals to intentionally affect 
larger social structures (Dornan 2002, 305). 
 
In archaeology, Bourdieu made an early appearance in the 1980s. His work was mainly 
discussed in relation to the structure/agency debate, which started out as a critique on structuralism, 
and as a search for the individual actor in the archaeological record (Voutsaki 2010, 66).28 
Furthermore, Bourdieu’s notion of practice was employed in arguments in favor of giving more 
explanatory power to the remains of people’s mundane, daily activities (Hodder 1986, 70-74). 
However, from a materialist point of view, Bourdieu does not foreground material culture and the 
materiality of practice as much as archaeologists would like to see: Bourdieu’s idea of practice is 
often wrongly read as material practice by archaeologists (e.g. Knappett 2011, 64). 
In recent years, there seems to be a more explicit theoretical interest in the relationships 
between ‘the material’ and ‘the social’, which builds upon the conceptual framework laid out by 
Bourdieu. Much is currently written about materiality, alongside more established terms such as 
agency, identity and embodiment (Dant 2005; Miller 2005; Tilley et al. 2006; Knapp and Van 
Dommelen 2010). Miller (2005) proposes a definition of materiality as the significance of artifacts 
in society. Following Bourdieu, Miller sees the material world as the context in which people are 
                                                 
 
27 Each theory however criticizes the others for not transcending them fully, or to even reinforce dualisms (Miller 
2005, 11-5).   
28 This line of reasoning can also be found in arguments for a ‘social’ archaeology that has greater attention to 
materiality (Meskell and Preucel 2004), which include the idea that people and things are in an everlasting dialectics 




socialized. It is through material culture that people form and express their identities, and it is 
through the material that people form and express abstract meanings.29 People “think” through 
things, even when these thoughts are aimed at transcending the material world (see also Henare et 
al. 2007). Writing on materiality is characterized by a distinct vocabulary which aims at avoiding 
one-sidedness and dualisms. Instead of perceiving the world, humans are now ‘engaging’ or 
‘enmeshed’ with it. Instead of talking about objects or artifacts, ‘thing’ is the word leading the way 
to a post-Cartesian approach to humans in the world.30 Central to these reconsiderations is the 
question of how people acquire knowledge of the world. To close the circle between epistemology 
and ontology, Dant returns to Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology to assert that “our knowledge of 
the world emerges through our bodily engagement with it” (Dant 2005, 97).31 
Materiality studies, both in archaeology and the social sciences, draw much inspiration 
from Latour’s actor-network-theory (ANT; Latour 2005). Latour argues that in order to study ‘the 
social’, sociology should let go of seeing humans as the inevitable center of sociality. The 
subject/object opposition is unhelpful, because it presents a false image of human subjectivity 
somehow preceding an objective, and hence passive, world of things. ANT holds that things and 
humans cannot be analyzed separately when it comes to studying social acts: the actors in all 
actions are networks of humans-and-things.  
Much of the discussions about the subject/object divide and materiality revolve around 
agency. Agency is a slippery concept that has had many different definitions over the years and 
across disciplines. Archaeologists were introduced to agency by such archaeologists as Hodder, 
Shanks and Tilley, who accused processual archaeologists of not attempting to deal with the 
individual in the archaeological record (e.g. Hodder 1986, 6-9). The definition of agency was 
therefore bound up with human intentionality and free will, and with people’s ability to change the 
course of history (Hodder 2003, 99-101; Voutsaki 2010, 66-71). Early critiques argued that despite 
this theoretical interest in human agency, in practice not much remained of the search for the 
individual in archaeological remains (Johnson 1989). However, interest in agency and its 
relationship to social structure persisted throughout the 1990s (Dobres and Robb 2000), with some 
archaeologists holding on to a definition of agency granting the individual a great amount of free 
choice vis à vis the structures of society (Meskell 1999).32  
                                                 
 
29 For a discussion on immateriality (and people’s ideas about transcending materiality), see Miller 2005, 20-29. 
30 ‘Thing’ is seen as a relatively neutral word that can be applied to all aspects of the world. ‘Material culture’ is a  
much more limited concept, that is dominated by the idea of ‘artifacts’ – things made by humans. The next candidate, 
‘object’, is strongly related to ‘subject’ as its human, intentionally acting counterpart. When moving towards a 
conceptualization of the mutual dependency of humans and the world, ‘thing’ seems to be the most appropriate word 
English can offer. See Henare et al. 2007, 5; Hodder 2012, 7-9; Knappett 2011, 175-176. 
31 This quote combines epistemology and ontology by equating human ‘being-in-the-world’ with human ‘knowledge-
of-the-world’. 
32 In these circles, Bourdieu’s theory of practice as well as Giddens’ theory of structuration were perceived as being 
too restrictive: the individual could not transcend reproduction, because (s)he was held back by the determining force 
of the habitus. See Voutsaki 2010. 
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To a certain extent, these discussions on the relationship between structure and agency 
ended up in a deadlock. In recent years, new ways of thinking about agency have been developed. 
In materiality studies, some are in favor of extending agency to objects and landscapes (Tilley 
2008; Olsen 2010). Like humans, objects and landscapes are-in-the-world, they have material 
properties which ‘act’ in association with other things, and moreover, they can enable and restrain 
human action and perception. While the idea of outright ‘object agency’ still holds a marginal and 
somewhat radical position (Olsen 2010), more mainstream views on agency incorporated several 
of the objections raised against defining agency as human intentionality. For many, agency is no 
longer a matter of humans alone, but is rather something that is distributed over networks of 
humans and things - networks of which humans are not necessarily the center (Knappett 2011).33 
We have seen that for Latour, this web of associations is called an ‘actor-network’ (Latour 2005). 
ANT moves away from the idea that humans create and give meaning to their object worlds, and 
aims at conceptualizing the ontological indivisibility of objects and subjects. This means that we 
should “think not of agents as entities, but of agency as a process” (Knappett 2008, 140). 
While some archaeologists enthusiastically plunge into these discussions on materiality 
and distributed agency, there is also an increasing frustration with their abstract level. In a 
discussion article in Archaeological Dialogues, Ingold (2007) expressed a deep dissatisfaction 
with what he calls “contemporary material-culture studies”. He stated that “to understand 
materiality, it seems, we have to get as far away from materials as possible” (Ingold 2007, 2). 
Instead, Ingold proposed to return to the materials themselves, not studying “the material world” 
but “worlds of materials”. A similar argument can be found in Hodder’s Entangled (2012): 
materiality studies in the social sciences and humanities rarely discuss the material properties of 
the things they claim to be dealing with. What is more, materiality seems to still revolve around 
human relations to the material world, allowing little room for studying relations between things 
(Hodder 2012, 40-59).34 It is held by both Hodder and Ingold that archaeology is the discipline 
that could make crucial contributions in bringing ‘materiality’ back to material proportions.35 In 
the next section I discuss some of the ways in which relational frameworks provided by ANT, 




                                                 
 
33 “The prime mover of an action becomes a new, distributed, and nested set of practices whose sum may be possible 
to add up but only if we respect the mediating role of all the actants mobilized in the series.” (Latour, quoted in Miller 
2005, 11-12) 
34 What is more, Hodder makes it one of the central aims of his book “to look at the relationships between humans 
and things from the point of view of things” (Hodder 2012, 10). 
35 Gosden (2006, 441) asserts that he sees the emergence of a new paradigm “through a combination of neuroscience, 




3.2.3 Humans in the world: actor-networks, entanglement - and archaeological applications 
What is most striking about ANT, as well as its current popularity, is that it represents a move 
away from cultural particularism, relativism and subjectivism. Whereas much of postmodern 
social science was about the rich variety of the ways in which people view the world, ANT seems 
to present a new unifying and universalizing theorical framework. The essential mechanism of 
people and things bound up in actor-networks is valid cross-culturally, whether humans recognize 
it or not.36 Indeed, Miller objects that ANT holds an ‘etic’ perspective, seeing the actor-networks 
in the world from a “mountain’s peak” (Miller 2005, 10).37 Miller is in favor of an ethnographic 
and ‘emic’ perspective on materiality, which starts out from the question of what people 
themselves ascribe to the things they make and use. This argument is dissatisfying for prehistoric 
archaeologists because it implies a U-turn to ‘material culture as text’, presenting the same 
dilemma to archaeologists unable to ask informants about their views on the world. We have to 
find more material ways of assessing human-thing interactions – and it is exactly in this context 
that ANT has sparked some enthusiasm in archaeology. Dolwick (2008, 2009) and Webmoor and 
Witmore (2008) largely follow Latour’s objections to 1) the use of the adjective “social” as some 
kind of category of life and analysis, 2) the idea that “social” is something of “humans-among-
themselves”, and 3) the use of subject/object dichotomies in studying the “social” world.  
So what should an archaeological application of relational perspectives look like? Hodder 
(2012) presented his version of an archaeology of the relationships between humans and things. In 
Entangled, Hodder brings contextual archaeology to the next level by connecting social and 
technological change to the ever tighter entanglements between humans and things. Hodder 
defines entanglement as “the dialectic of dependence and dependency between humans and things” 
(2012, 206). Humans create things which, in turn, force humans to be involved in practices of 
maintenance and reproduction. In Hodder’s view, de-centering humans does not have to lead to 
material and ecological determinism: “entanglement is a mix of humans and things, culture and 
matter, society and technology” (Hodder 2012, 208). The idea of entanglement, therefore, provides 
a way of escaping debates about what is preceding what: neither technology, nor ideology precedes 
the constitution of society.   
There is a direct connection between Hodder’s theoretical work and the subject of this 
study. Hodder (2005a) demonstrates the archaeological applicability of entanglement by analyzing 
Neolithic Çatalhöyük, connecting the idea of increasing entanglement between people and the 
material world to processes of sedentarization. He proposes that through the development of 
sedentism and food production, the relationships in the human-thing network become ever more 
                                                 
 
36 Latour even states that ANT presents an objectivist approach, although it argues for far more complex and entangled 
relationships than traditional objectivist approaches (Latour 2005, 144). 
37 This leads Miller to object that one of disadvantages of ANT for anthropologists is that most people in the world do 
in fact consider themselves as “people using objects” (Miller 2005, 10). 
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pressing on the lives of people (Hodder 2005b).38 What is most interesting about Hodder’s 
investigation of ANT and entanglements in the context of Çatalhöyük, is that prehistory is 
presented as being understandable through thick description and high resolution data. By 
describing networks of associations between things, resources, activities and so on, the people and 
beliefs will automatically rise to the surface and can be understood by present-day archaeologists. 
This is a long way from Tilley’s (2008) ‘experiential’ phenomenology and the relativism of social 
constructivist approaches. Then again, the excavations at Çatalhöyük stand alone in their 
thoroughness of fieldwork and specialist analyses. Even though in some other recent excavations, 
retrieved data sets have become richer – through a combination of a greater attention to context, 
documentation, and the application of new technologies, the bulk of the Neolithic archaeological 
record consists of much scantier evidence, which needs more general frameworks for assessing 
the processes of cultural transmission central to discussions about Neolithization.  
ANT, Hodder’s Entanglement and Knappett’s social networks, as well as Ingold’s 
‘meshworks’,39 signify a trend towards explaining the world by looking for (material) connections 
and associations, which provide archaeologists with a theoretical framework through which they 
can aspire to study past totalities. These ‘relational’ perspectives provide such valuable sources of 
inspiration, because they appreciate the (social) role of all the things that we can find out about 
past people. Modern fieldwork involves meticulous excavation, as well as specialist analysis of 
pottery, bones, residues, seeds, wood, pollen, and more. All these data generated through 
excavation can aid understanding of the circumstances under which people were living and can 
guide our ideas about distributed agency. Debates considering social structure have long tried to 
avoid any hint of determining external factors, because they seemed to deny people’s agency. 
Gerritsen (2006) noted that there exists a tendency of archaeologies of households and 
communities to “shy away from questions currently considered out of fashion. This includes 
questions about (…) demographic growth, climate change, or changes in the availability of natural 
resources” (Gerritsen 2006, 150). We can avoid this internal-external discussion by regarding these 
aspects not as ‘external’ to society, but instead as variables together forming actor-networks. 
Following Ingold, it can be asserted that “what we have been accustomed to calling ‘the 
environment’ might, then, be better envisaged as a domain of entanglement” (2006, 14).  
                                                 
 
38 Here there is a striking difference with Latour: whereas Latour presents actor-networks as fluid processes of re-
assembling and re-associating, in Hodder’s version it presents an ever more restrictive framework (or structure) for 
human life. 
39 “The meshwork consists not of interconnected points but of interwoven lines. Every line is a relation, but the relation 
is not between one thing and another – between, say, an artefact here and a person there, or between one person or 
artefact and another. Rather, the relation is a line along which materials flow, mix and mutate. Persons and things, 
then, are formed in the meshwork as knots or bundles of such relations. It is not, then, that things are entangled in 
relations; rather every thing is itself an entanglement, and is thus linked to other things by way of the flows of materials 
that make it up.” (Ingold 2007, 35) 
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Overall, relational perspectives from the social sciences in archaeological contexts provide 
new perspectives, but their archaeological application needs to consider several complicating 
factors. While ANT provides an interesting framework for studying society as ‘networks of 
associations’, the question is whether archaeology can do without a distinction between subjects 
and objects, between the social life of people and the material world. The ontological indivisibility 
of humans and things is an interesting idea to think with, but is less applicable to an archaeological 
situation in which material and mind are separate categories: we are not investigating totalities, 
but are dealing with fragmentary (and material) evidence.40 Furthermore, considering the reality 
of the archaeological record, what happens if we move from the intensively studied site level to 
larger spatial and temporal scales - how should we then deal with entanglements and actor-
networks? To effectively deal with the variability between and within archaeological data sets, 
considerations of time and space need to be incorporated more prominently in order to forge a link 
between human life and long-term and inter-regional processes of interaction. Therefore, I will 
discuss scalar notions of space and time in the following two sections. Central to my discussion of 
space and time is Gamble’s (1998) idea of the “release from proximity”, as well as Ingold’s 
argument that life is about becoming (in a world-in-formation) rather than about being (Ingold 
2006, 15; see also Knappett 2007). For archaeologists, this means that we should not analyze the 
associations between things as stable entities but their materials, life histories, temporalities and 
spatial connections should be taken into account as well. 
 
3.3 Multi-scalarity of space and time 
3.3.1 Space and time: an introduction 
 
The focus of interpretation in archaeology today is increasingly on those aspects 
of the past which place archaeologists in the role of ethnographers of a lost 
‘ethnographic present’, struggling hopelessly to overcome the problems posed by 
the fact that the people they would like to talk to are long dead and most of the 
residues of their lives long decayed.  Shennan 2002, 9  
 
As we have seen, the relationships between people and things are central to archaeology. Studying 
the past through material remains, archaeologists need to conceptualize the connections between 
human lives and the material world. We now have to move from this general discussion – almost 
divorced from space and time – to situated histories, since archaeology is more than a discipline 
that problematizes human-thing relationships: archaeology is about the (deep) past, and about 
developments over time. Although ideas from sociology, such as ANT and practice theory, are 
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equipped for dealing with social change,41 they are less suitable for grasping the temporal and 
spatial scales that archaeology is used to dealing with. 
Shennan (2002, 9 – see above) criticized the post-processual turn to small-scale 
perspectives on the prehistoric past. Archaeologists such as Sherratt (1995), Shennan (2002) and 
Renfrew (2007) have argued that archaeologists should not aspire to be “failed ethnographers”, 
but should instead return to long-term perspectives on social evolution. They argued that this 
perspective suits the nature of the archaeological record better, since in their mind archaeology is 
mostly about long-term history. I, now, investigate the relationships between local, short-term data 
and long-term, supra-regional histories: the crucial question for archaeology is how scales of 
analysis can be connected.42  
In the following sections I discuss ways of thinking about the material world as a spatio-
temporal framework for human life, which will include notions of socialization, memory, and 
(material) interaction. I argue that in order to effectively integrate space and time in archaeological 
narratives, we have to approach the archaeological record from a multi-scalar perspective. In the 
context of this study, these perspectives will help us to find ways for connecting sites, micro-
regions and inter-regional processes of expansion and change in the Neolithic period. 
In recent years, scale has received some attention in archaeological theory (Lock and 
Molyneaux 2006; Parkinson and Galaty 2010; Knappett 2011). We can think about scales of 
human interaction, and levels of proximity ranging from face-to-face to inter-regional networks of 
exchange (Knappett 2011). We can think about temporal scales, ranging from daily lives to 
processes spanning millennia, and we can think about spatial scales, from the scale of a trench in 
an excavation to patterns of habitation over large geographical areas. Scale is however not an 
inherent attribute: it is a relational concept, a tool for making order in heterogeneous data sets. 
Indeed, Lock and Molyneaux argue that problematizing scale can help us deal with all the different 
kinds of information that are considered archaeological, such as objects of daily use, settlement 
structures, environmental data, and micro-archaeological remains, which all have a different 
relationship to the scale of ‘normal’ bodily experience (Lock and Molyneaux 2006, 2).  
Both in terms of theory and methodology, an interesting point of departure is provided by 
Gamble (1998), who investigated different scales of identity, in an attempt to study what he calls 
‘Palaeolithic society’ from the bottom-up, starting with the individual. Inspired by Giddens (1984), 
Gamble’s goal is studying the “release from proximity”. His central concern is humans’ ability of 
                                                 
 
41 In fact, finding a window for ‘social change’ has been a key issue for practice theory and ANT. This urge stems 
from the often static representations of society proposed by modernism and structuralism, in which social change 
seemed impossible because of the deterministic relationship between structure and action. 
42 Knappett (2008, 2010, 2011) reaches similar conclusions: he argues that archaeologists move between scales too 
carelessly, discussing households in the one section and regional settlement patterns in the next, without discussing 




“stretching” social relations in space and time by using symbols, narratives, objects and places.43 
Following this line of thought, we can see that people have the ability to construct themselves in 
relation to others that they only know indirectly, through stories and objects. The same goes for 
time: people have a sense of past and of future, which stretches their ‘experience’ of time beyond 
the duration of a lived moment, and even beyond the duration of their own life. Knappett (2011) 
follows Gamble’s evolutionary perspective by arguing for the increasing extension (through 
material media) of the networks of human life over the course of history: he argues that “the history 
of humanity has arguably been a process of extension: extending the spatio-temporal limits of 
interaction, so that humans have more and more means of connecting beyond the level of face to 
face” (Knappett 2011, 149).  
At the start of this chapter, I suggested that the study of Neolithization is essentially the 
study of cultural transmission. Although the spatial and temporal aspects of cultural transmission 
are not easily separated, in the following section, I tentatively divide cultural transmission into two 
categories: horizontal transmission through space, i.e., through spatial networks of interaction, and 
vertical transmission through time, i.e., through transmission between generations.  
 
3.3.2 Space: networks and scales of interaction 
It can be argued that Neolithization is traditionally thought of as a spatial process: thinking about 
the dispersal of farming, much attention has been paid to mechanisms of what I have called 
‘horizontal’ cultural transmission in space, such as migration, diffusion and culture contact. These 
mechanisms are thought to have allowed farming to progressively spread to regions far away from 
the region of its initial development. In practice, however, Neolithic archaeology in Turkey and 
the Balkans is very much preoccupied with places, since excavation is the basis of knowledge 
about Neolithic village life. The questions should therefore be how we can start building patterns 
of habitation from these local insights, and how we can connect micro-regional settlement patterns 
to mechanisms of spatial expansion. In addition, we must ask how we can zoom out while still 
adhering to our social and engaged perspectives on prehistoric life. How can we integrate the 
notion of place as a socially-laden concept with dots on maps? And how do we keep an eye on 
complexity and variability when zooming out to large spatial scales? 
Postprocessual perspectives on space, place and landscape have sought to depart from 
absolute representations of space in archaeological research. In these perspectives, landscape 
became something that is in the minds of people rather than a passive backdrop of human life. In 
postprocessual landscape archaeology, Ingold’s idea of the “temporality of the landscape” (1993)  
has served as an important starting point for many researchers (e.g. Gerritsen 2003). In his later 
research, Ingold (2000, 2011) continues to explore the ways in which environment is perceived, 
                                                 
 
43 This idea of objects as extensions of the human body can already be found in phenomenological thought. See e.g. 
Dant 2005, 97-100 – discussing Merleau-Ponty’s  Phenomenology of Perception.  
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developing what he calls a “dwelling perspective” which aims at departing from the dichotomy 
between the human mind and a world ‘out there’ (e.g. Ingold 2000, 173). This “human ecology” 
incorporates ideas from phenomenology, and invites us to think about the biographies of 
landscape. 44 
A way to foreground the spatial aspects of these landscape biographies is by thinking about 
movement, mobility and migration. In traditional archaeology, migration has played a crucial role 
in explaining culture-historical change. Migration, imagined as large-scale population movement, 
was used as the main explanation for the appearance of new cultural characteristics.45 After several 
decades in which migration disappeared from mainstream archaeology, several publications in the 
1990s urged for appreciating the role of migration by employing a much wider definition of mobile 
behavior (Anthony 1990, 1992 and 1997; Chapman and Dolukhanov 1992; Chapman and 
Hamerow 1997). In this ‘inclusive’ definition, migration is thought of as something that is 
happening all the time and a crucial component of social strategies, since “the fact is that all 
societies have a mobility component; the issue is what the form of that mobility is, not whether it 
exists” (Rocek and Bar-Yosef 1998, 1). Anthony (1990, 1997) and Chapman (1997), following 
Tilly (1978), differentiate between local, circular, chain, career, colonizing and forced 
migrations.46 The reason for integrating multiple forms of mobility into migration studies should 
be sought in the fact that different scales of mobility intersect and interact: understanding small-
scale mobility can help us to understand larger patterns of habitation and dispersal. Furthermore, 
mobile behavior is often strongly connected to social networks e.g. those based on kinship 
relations. Thinking about mobility, therefore, becomes a way of thinking about both spatial 
processes and the social organization of communities (cf. Leppard 2014). Indeed, short-distance 
relocation may be associated with community segmentation or fission (Bandy 2004 and 2008). 
In recent years, much has been written about the potential of social network analysis for 
archaeology (Knappett and Malafouris 2008; Van Dommelen and Knapp 2010; Knappett 2011). 
Apart from a conceptual framework, a practical implication of network thinking for present-day 
scholarship is the integration of regional data sets traditionally studied in isolation. The so-called 
‘New Mediterraneanism’ (Malkin 2003; Morris 2003), which regards the (ancient) Mediterranean 
as a cultural, albeit fragmented, unity, has inspired many archaeologists to look beyond the borders 
of present-day states. Network thinking also encourages archaeologists to think about social 
processes in terms of interaction and exchange rather than in terms of unidirectional expansion.47 
Perspectives on the exchange of material culture, mobility, migration, and colonization 
                                                 
 
44 See also Tilley (1994), who presents his version of phenomenology as a methodology for studying landscapes by 
experiencing them. For the temporal aspects of these biographies, see the section below. 
45 E.g. Gimbutas’ idea of the ‘Kurgan invasion’ of Copper Age Europe (Gimbutas 1977). 
46 Tilly (1978) refers to different types of local mobility and migration in 18th-19th century Europe. In a prehistoric 
context, his framework may open up our minds to the different ways in which sedentary people move through 
landscapes.  
47 Reingruber 2011 argues for studying the Early Neolithic Aegean from a network perspective.  
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increasingly challenge and substitute traditional core-periphery models (Knapp and Van 
Dommelen 2010). In An Archaeology of Interaction (2011), Knappett tries to create order to the 
analysis of social networks by distinguishing between micro (face-to-face), meso (communities of 
practice) and macro ((inter)regional networks) scales of interaction.  
Although archaeological social network analysis argues for seeing an increasing extension 
of spatio-temporal frameworks of life, the concern with time in network studies is not very explicit, 
as networks are usually thought of as spatial.48 We need to consider that networks change through 
time, and moreover, that in processes of cultural transmission there is always a temporal 
dimension, since people’s ideas about the world incorporate past and future.49 Social networks, 
consequently, do not only extend in space, but also in time. In the next section, I explore the ways 
in which timescales can play a role in the study of Neolithization. Central to this discussion are the 
notions of biography, memory, and cultural transmission.  
 
3.3.3 Time: intergenerational transmission, social memory, and the rate of change 
For archaeologists, time is an essential ‘tool’ organizing our understanding of the past. When 
studying prehistory, archaeologists are faced with, on the one hand, coarse chronological 
resolutions and processes of change spanning millennia, and, on the other hand, with the much 
finer resolutions of accumulated settlement remains, which can be more closely related to human 
scales of experience. (Pre)historians have long ago realized that processes in the present and the 
past occur at different speeds. The French Annales School painted a picture of history unfolding 
through the interplay between processes happening on different timescales: 1) the longue durée, 
or long-term history, of climatic change and geological phenomena; 2) the moyenne durée, or 
middle-term history, of social structures and mentalities (mentalités); 3) and the histoire 
événementielle, or the history of events, which refers to political history, and to individual lives 
(Braudel 1972). The Annales framework primarily focused on different magnitudes of time, but at 
the same time integrates social and spatial elements. Although the three timescales are supposed 
to represent interlocking cogwheels of continuity and change, for second-generation Annaliste 
Fernand Braudel they also represented a hierarchy from the structural development of the long-
term to the transience of the short-term (Knapp 1992, 6). Annales thinking has mainly found 
resonance in landscape archaeology. Faced with remains from multiple time periods, and with 
natural phenomena which affected human life over millennia as well as the visibility of 
archaeological remains, the Annales School provided a way of structuring these accumulations in 
all their natural and cultural dimensions (Knapp 1992; Barrett 1999; Bintliff 2004). 
                                                 
 
48 Knappett’s micro, meso and macro scales mainly refer to magnitudes of space and to the size of human communities. 
The role of objects in stretching experience is mainly sought in the spatial sense: how can people connect to people 
far removed from them through objects? (Knappett 2011, 149 ff). 
49 Network thinking mainly deals with the horizontal, synchronic transmission of culture, while a more explicit focus 
on time can provide insight into vertical, diachronic transmission as well.  
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While the scalar approach to history proposed by the Annales School is still very much 
about present-day archaeologists and historians looking back on the past, archaeological interest 
has also been drawn to the construction of the past in the past (Bradley 1993 and 2002; Bradley 
and Williams (eds.) 1998; Van Dyke and Alcock (eds.) 2003; Hodder and Cessford 2004; Hodder 
2005b; Georgiadis and Gallou (eds.) 2009). If we want to construct processes of social stability 
and change, we have to find ways of dealing with the way in which past people’s understanding 
of the world, i.e. their traditions or culture, was informed by their understanding of their past. In 
fact, this is how we can begin to understand processes of ‘vertical’ cultural transmission over 
generations. Archaeologists have recognized that the past and future are inherent to daily life: 
 
In daily life there is always a tension between the inheritance from the past, the 
intentions of the present and the possibilities held by the future. The way this 
tension is worked out  creates what we now call history.  
– Gosden and Lock 1998, 4. 
 
The archaeological study of the past in the past has initially turned to two kinds of evidence: 
first, to the circulation of ‘old’ objects; and second, to the enduring visibility of monuments and 
their changing meanings and uses over time (see e.g. studies in Bradley/Williams (eds) 1998; 
Olsen 2006). An important framework used for interpreting these objects and monuments is the 
work of Appadurai and Kopytoff. In The Social Life of Things (Appadurai (ed.) 1986), both authors 
argue for considering the instability of things: things have life histories, in which they can change 
meanings. In archaeology, this idea of the ‘biography of objects’ (Gosden and Marshall 1999; 
Kopytoff 1986) - mainly developed to deal with the idea of ‘commodities’ in contexts of exchange 
- has been fruitfully applied to heirlooms (Lillios 1999), prestige items and exchanged goods 
(Thomas 1991). A critique of these case studies is that they deal with selected objects which are 
deemed to be capable of carrying (complex) stories; the context of these objects, i.e. their webs of 
entanglement, are only discussed secondarily. Furthermore, biography can also be useful for the 
analysis of things with short durations, as it is essentially a multi-scalar concept. As we will see 
later on, the concept of biography-as-process deserves a much wider application, and can inform 
the analysis of houses, places and landscapes. 
Since this study concerns prehistory, it is relevant to note that several scholars have drawn 
attention to the differences between literate and non-literate societies when it comes to modes of 
cultural transmission, relationships to the past, and the experience of time (Goody 1987; Le Goff 
1992; Bradley 2002).50 The distinction between literate and non-literate societies is, however, not 
as sharp as these authors propose. Rather, non-literate forms of cultural transmission are present 
                                                 
 
50 See also Dietler and Herbich 1993: along a similar line of thought, they argue that there are fundamental differences 
in the experience of time between capitalist and non-capitalist societies. Dieter and Herbich suggest that in the latter, 
time is thought of as fluid and experiential, while in the former, time is conceived of as constant and measurable.    
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in literate societies as well. Several archaeologists and anthropologists have argued that there are 
different kinds of memory, which can be related to different magnitudes of time (Rowlands 1993; 
Gosden and Lock 1998). What is more, the way in which people relate to the past is not just through 
written or oral narrative, but the construction of the past is very much entangled with the material. 
As Miller writes, “we cannot know who we are, or become what we are, except by looking in a 
material mirror, which is the historical world created by those who lived before us. This world 
confronts us as material culture and continues to evolve through us” (2005, 8). Materiality, 
memory, and history thus become complementary in constituting the context in which people live 
their lives.  
Along a similar line of thought, Shennan argues that there are essentially two forms of 
inheritance between human generations: one is genetic, the other is cultural.51 In Genes, Memes 
and Human Development (2002), he explores the ways in which this cultural inheritance adheres 
to Darwinian logic. Shennan regards childhood socialization especially crucial in processes of 
cultural transmission. He cites anthropological studies which mapped skills learned during 
childhood, as well as mechanisms through which these skills were transmitted: horizontal 
transmission (learning from peers), vertical transmission (learning from a parent or older 
individual), and oblique transmission (learning processes of one-to-many, e.g. teacher to pupils) 
(Shennan 2002, 38-51). Shennan asserts that these modes of cultural transmission can be studied 
archaeologically by tracing lineages of material forms.52 
While a fundamental distinction between literate and non-literate societies is countered by 
these more nuanced perspectives on the variable media of cultural transmission, a similar argument 
can be detected in Hodder’s idea about the distinction between settled and non-settled societies 
when it comes to the materialization of memory (Hodder, 2005a and 2005b).  The connection 
between the biographies of things, places, landscapes and the formation of social memory offers 
possibilities to investigate how memory is kept and how material forms are transmitted in 
prehistoric societies. Connecting these thoughts on materialized memory with Gamble’s (1998) 
idea of ‘stretching’, one could ask whether the temporal frameworks of memory can be stretched 
more when connected to things and places, which can be related to processes of sedentarization 
and the increasing quantity of material culture associated with Neolithization. This aspect of 
materialized memory comes in as an important way in which differences in social reproduction 
and cultural transmission between societies can be assessed archaeologically. 
When applying these ideas more directly to the material world, with various kinds of 
material transmission in mind, durability and ephemerality become important variables of the 
material world: do people invest in things that outlast them, or do they reproduce things from the 
past? Along the same line of thought, Hodder (2012) discusses the notion of ‘care’ for the material 
                                                 
 
51 In fact, many animals species have mechanisms of cultural transmission and learning as well, albeit far less 
developed than in humans. See Shennan 2002, Ch. 3.  
52 See also Gosden 2006. Gosden shows that more often than not, material forms outlast human life spans. 
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world: how do people maintain what they have created, or how do they reproduce or alter it? 
Biographies of things are biographies of care, of maintenance, of recontextualization, and of 
remembering and forgetting.53 Durability and ephemerality can also lie in places, and in 
landscapes: places acquire histories through continued acts of reproduction, continued acts of 
signification. But places can also change their meanings or be forgotten.  
All these different temporalities of people, things, places and landscapes coalesce into what 
is called history; therefore there can be no neat separation between timescales – following Gosden 
and Kirsanov (2006), we might speak of “nested durations”. The different rhythms of practices are 
the subject of seasonality studies which aim to shed light on the way in which practice and time 
are connected (Bailey 1993; Rocek and Bar-Yosef 1998). Here we can think of the seasonality of 
agricultural practices, ritual, and feasting; the life cycles of houses, and practices of house 
maintenance and replacement; human life cycles (including death and burial) and changing social 
roles. Similarly, we can think about the spatial and temporal networks implied in objects which 
are themselves much more restricted in space and time: material forms often have durations that 
extend beyond the duration of human lives (Shennan 2002; Gosden 2006). 
Furthermore, perspectives on temporality and duration direct attention to variability in the 
‘rate of change’ apparent in long-term perspectives on human history. In relation to Neolithization, 
Childe (1951 [1936]) considered this a revolution, thus implying swift and profound changes in 
all aspects of society. The subject of the speed and duration of Neolithization processes is, 
however, something that can be approached from various points of view. Akkermans (2013), for 
example, takes issue with the use of ‘revolutionary’ terminology for describing the Neolithic 
transition. Unlike Özdoğan (1997), who argued that on the whole, the Neolithic presented an 
unprecedented rate of change comparable to the industrial revolution, Akkermans emphasizes the 
continuities between Epipalaeolithic and Neolithic ways of life in Syria, including the fact that 
early farmers relied in large part on non-domestic resources. From a human-scale perspective, 
change was almost unnoticeable. With ideas about diachronic and inter-regional changes in the 
(arrhythmic) speed of Neolithization in mind (Guilaine 2000; Düring 2013), shifting perspectives 
and temporal scales may, therefore, help in assessing variability in Neolithization processes. 
In sum, a renewed interest in systemic modeling and evolutionary perspectives on cultural 
history seems to emerge. These systems are however much more complex than traditional schemes 
of social evolution and the framework of dialectic relationships between structure and agency. 
Thinking in terms of actor-networks and entanglements means a partial return to the kind of 
objectivism that was considered too reductionist by postmodernists, and serves as a much-needed 
source of inspiration for studying the connections between things and humans.54 Because of the 
complexity of these networks and the many temporal and spatial variables involved, the question 
                                                 
 
53 See also Knappett (2011, chapter 9), on the notion of ‘biographical care’, and ‘careful and careless forgetting’. 
54 Indeed, Shennan (2002) argues that archaeology should return to writing culture history (i.e. studying the 
particularities of cultures in the past) in order to explain the social evolution of humanity. 
46 
 
is how we should start investigating these connections archaeologically. In the following section, 
I propose that architecture and settlement form a solid basis for initiating relational perspectives 
on Neolithic life.  
 
3.4 Building on the past, building for the future? Habitation and social reproduction 
3.4.1 Houses and households: habitation and social fabric 
I have argued that the challenge of archaeological research lies in the connection between the 
small-scale settings of excavated settlements and the overarching, explanatory narratives 
archaeologists want to tell about the past. In this section I connect this idea of multi-scalarity more 
explicitly to the archaeology of architecture and settlement, and I argue that a focus on habitation 
provides the much-needed link between scales of analysis. 
In prehistoric archaeology, the cross-cultural validity of social categories such as 
household, family and community has sparked much debate in recent decades. Equating house 
with household and (nuclear) family and settlement with community has been challenged by 
ethnographic examples of dispersed households and communities (Allison 1999; Peterson and 
Drennan 2005; Souvatzi 2008b). Despite these critical approaches and calls for more engaged 
perspectives, for prehistoric studies of households is it very difficult to come to grips with 
questions of composition and membership (cf. Akkermans 2013). The alternative, e.g. seeing 
houses as relatively abstract building blocks identified with the physical remains of houses, has 
received substantial criticism from post-processual and feminist scholars (e.g. Tringham 1991 and 
2000b; Souvatzi 2008a and 2008b). In the context of these discussions, Lévi-Strauss’ idea of the 
‘house society’ has received renewed interest, which refers to a type of society based on 
membership of a social house, an ‘institution’ which incorporates the material reality of house and 
property (Carsten and Hugh-Jones (ed.) 1995; Joyce and Gillespie (ed.) 2000; Beck (ed.) 2007; 
Borić 2007b).  
Several scholars have referred to Neolithic settlements in Anatolia, the Aegean, and the 
Balkans as ‘villages’ (Chapman 1989; Halstead 1995; Özdoǧan 2011a and 2014a). In fact, 
Özdoǧan (2014a) argued that ‘village life’ was one of the defining characteristics of the Neolithic 
way of life that spread from Anatolia to Southeastern Europe, thus implying that shared community 
fabric and habitation practices defined these early farming groups. In a broader perspective, the 
definition of Neolithic settlements as villages can be found in Flannery’s study of what he called 
the ‘origins of the Near Eastern village’ (1972), in which he associated the transition from Natufian 
and PPNA round architecture to PPNB rectilinear architecture with profound social changes, both 
on the level of the settlement and on the level of households.55 The use of the word ‘village’ to 
describe Neolithic settlements has, however, also been criticized by several researchers (e.g. 
Düring 2006, 30; Asouti and Fairbairn 2010), mostly on the basis of the notion that ‘village’ is a 
                                                 
 
55 The definition of Southwest Asian Neolithic settlements as villages can also be found in Byrd (2000). 
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modern concept signifying a rural settlement type associated with agricultural production for urban 
centers. Since urban centers are missing in the Neolithic, the ‘villages’ that Chapman, Özdoǧan 
and others are referring to, are defined differently. In this definition of village, a village 
distinguishes itself from other types of settlement through its year-round occupation, its nucleation, 
and the size of its settled community. Chapman (1989) used a classification of farmstead (1 
household), hamlet (5-10 households), and village (more than 10 households), while Özdoǧan 
(2014a) uses ‘village’ in a more impressionistic sense, contrasting this nucleated form of 
settlement with dispersed Neolithic settlement in for example the Western Mediterranean and 
Central Europe.  
The inter-regional study of Neolithic architecture and settlement generally incorporates 
two levels of interpretation. Firstly, the comparative study of architectural techniques has informed 
insight into the spread of Neolithic technologies,56 as well as the adaptation of Neolithic 
architecture and settlements to diverse regional environments (e.g. Rosenstock 2006). The 
‘tracking of the Neolithic house’ (Hofmann and Smyth (eds.) 2013) through Europe, shows 
transformations in ground plans and construction materials.57 The second level of interpretation is 
a social one, and deals with the relationship between architectural forms, settlement layout, and 
social organization. Hodder’s idea that a dialectic relationship between domus (or ‘the domestic’) 
and agrios (or ‘the wild’) defined the Neolithic in Europe (Hodder 1990), can be seen as the most 
‘conceptual’ approach to these interrelationships, in which the Neolithic house is not only a 
physical building, but also as a concept around which social life was built. In a recent reiteration 
of these ideas, Hodder (2013) suggested that despite variability in house form and settlement 
organization, all Neolithic communities were essentially based on a similar concept of domesticity. 
In Near Eastern archaeology, several studies proposed approaches to Neolithic social organization 
with a more direct link to house form and settlement layout. Building on Flannery’s idea of the 
origins and development of the Near Eastern village (Flannery 1972 and 2002), Banning (2010) 
investigated the spatial structure of houses and settlements in the Late Neolithic and Early 
Chalcolithic Levant, suggesting that a greater degree of spatial complexity of houses was 
associated with the development from nuclear to extended family households (see also Steadman 
2004; Garfinkel et al. 2012; Akkermans 2014).  
 
3.4.2 A biographical approach: the temporality of houses and settlements  
In archaeologies of houses and households, static representations of domestic spaces prevail: 
houses and settlements are somehow regarded as a reflection of a certain social reality. I hold that 
houses and settlements should be viewed as processes, by integrating notions of the temporality 
and biography of the material world into ideas about the social dynamics of habitation. In some 
                                                 
 
56 For example, architectural techniques (mud-brick, wattle-and-daub) have been approached as elements of the 
(exogenous) Neolithic package. E.g. Price 2000, 4-5. 
57 See for example Lichter 1993 for a study of prehistoric construction techniques in the Balkans. 
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ways, this is in line with Souvatzi’s perspective of ‘household-as-process’ in Neolithic Greece 
(2008a), where the household is not simply regarded as a social category or as a building block of 
society, but as an “organizing principle” and “dialectical process” (2008a, 19 and 45). The 
development of archaeologies of houses and household builds on engaged perspectives on 
domestic architecture proposed by Tringham (1991). Tringham describes that in the 1980s, as a 
processual archaeologist working on Neolithic sites in Southeastern Europe, she was dissatisfied 
with the way in which domestic architecture was generally treated in traditional culture-historical 
archaeology. Excavated houses were mainly studied in order to reconstruct the ‘finished house’ 
(the way it was constructed, its partitions, and the objects and features associated with it), and then 
to determine the ‘typical’ house for a certain region, time period and culture. Tringham and her 
colleagues on the other hand wanted to understand systems of prehistoric behavior, which required 
detailed study of the use-lives of houses, including their destruction (Tringham, Brukner and 
Voytek 1985; Stevanovic 1997). Later, Tringham was inspired by feminist archaeology, and 
realized that reconstructing patterns of use-lives still concealed the individual variation between 
houses and that it was exactly this variation that would contribute to giving a ‘face’ to households 
of the past (Tringham 1991, 1994, 2000b, 2012).  
In this thesis, the goal of thinking about biographies of houses is a closer connection 
between the material remains of houses and the pace of lived realities, since house construction, 
maintenance, alteration, destruction and replacement are often part of highly meaningful strategies. 
The durability or ephemerality of houses invites people to practices of maintenance which 
constitute a central concern for Hodder’s idea of entanglement. Settlement structures, such as 
ditches or embankments, can be seen in the light of ‘practices of involvement’, communal 
investment, and the constitution of community (Düring 2006, 292-3). Houses can thus serve as a 
starting point for studying entanglements, which may address questions about the use of the built 
environment, the seasonality of practices, life cycles of houses and households, and intra- and 
inter-community relations. In some cases, the construction, destruction and replacement of houses 
may be connected to the life cycle of households and the passing of generations (Bogucki 1993; 
Gerritsen 1999); and practices of house replacement may inform us about the ways in which 
settlements acquired historicity (Goodman 1999; Nanoglou 2008).58  
While site stratigraphies generally form the backbone of any archaeological interpretation 
(e.g. Hodder and Cessford 2004), the challenge is now to let habitation histories meet ideas about 
the Neolithic way of life, its dispersal and its development: what did sedentism mean in different 
environments? How did different modes of living together lead to a diversification of Neolithic 
ways of life? In order to address these questions, I propose that we have to turn our attention to 
both the short-term histories of houses and settlements and the long-term histories of landscapes, 
                                                 
 
58 Examples from ethnographies are abundant – Maurice Bloch, for example, studied habitation practices among the 
Zafimaniry of Madagascar, involving the gradual transformation of the residence of a newly-wed couple from a simple 
hut to a durable structure, eventually made to outlast the couple as an ancestral house (Bloch 1995). 
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in which Neolithic ways of living developed over the course of centuries. In this perspective, 
accumulated settlement remains and regional settlement patterns provide insight into the temporal 
and social context of habitation practices (Whittle 1997 and 2011; Gerritsen 2003 and 2008). The 
relationship between habitation practices and processes of cultural transmission serves as a vehicle 
for understanding the different ways in which Neolithic communities formed and developed over 
time. 
 
3.5 Conclusions: a settlement perspective on Neolithization 
In this chapter, we have seen that theories such as ANT, social network analysis, and perspectives 
on space and time provide exciting conceptual frameworks for engaged perspectives on 
(prehistoric) social practices, which can accommodate the versatility of archaeological data sets. 
A critical note that should be kept in mind is that although both ANT and Hodder’s entanglement 
emphasize engagement, these ways of thinking seem to represent a partial return to an all-knowing 
outsider’s perspective on the workings of society.59 In Hodder’s case, the mapping of material 
associations is to be understood in its archaeological context. Anthropological perspectives which 
place their informants’ experience first are of little use in the archaeological study of prehistoric 
people. The applicability of Hodder’s approach must, however, be assessed in relation to 
archaeological data sets available. In practice, there is a large degree of variability between 
archaeological sites when it comes to the level of detail with which webs of associations can be 
studied. Moreover, relational perspectives become more problematic when we move from the 
intensively studied site level to larger spatial and temporal scales. 
The concept of biography provides a useful starting point for studying the dynamics of 
social processes, because biography can incorporate multiple spatial and temporal scales. 
Furthermore, biography urges us to think about process and becoming, rather than about static 
representations of Neolithic ways of life. Biography can be used as both a descriptive and an 
interpretive tool. It can be applied as the processual idea of ‘use lives’, for studying houses, 
settlements, and landscapes as processes, and it can be seen in a more engaged way, as a way of 
giving weight to the historicity of places and landscapes as informing people’s perceptions and 
choices. It is with regards to habitation that the temporal and spatial aspects of biographies should 
be explicitly connected. Neolithic settlements and landscapes were inhabited for long periods of 
time, and the diversification of Neolithic ways of life should be understood as developing in 
regional contexts.  
Time depth is essential to archaeological interpretation. I propose that the study of 
habitation histories provides a lens for understanding prehistoric social processes. Houses and 
                                                 
 
59 Bourdieu discusses this “observer’s totalizing apprehension” in relation to phenomenology versus Lévi-Strauss’ 
structuralism (Bourdieu 1977, 4-5). Lévi-Strauss aimed at understanding and explaining the structures underlying 
action, from an observer’s point of view: it was not so much people’s own ideas about the world he was interested in, 
but rather the way in which people’s practices adhered to a logic hidden to them.  
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settlements, and their spatio-temporal place in inhabited landscapes, can help us to map the 
interconnections between (archaeologically visible) material practices. Considering the house 
itself as material culture with a life history can help to relate archaeological questions considering 
practices of construction, maintenance, alteration and destruction, to social questions regarding the 
formation of communities and practices of inhabitation. Remains of domestic activities can be 
related to the spatial dimensions of the house, and they can inform us about the use of space and 
variability between households. What is more, domestic architecture can help us to understand 
strategies of sedentism and mobility, and the different ways in which co-residential groups were 





CHAPTER 4. METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
4.1 Introduction 
In order to investigate Neolithic habitation in the Balkan-Anatolian zone through the bottom-up 
approach developed in chapter 3, this study proceeds by analyzing five regional case studies: the 
Lake District (1), Izmir Region (2), and Marmara Region (3) in Turkey, Western and Central 
Macedonia (4) in Greece, and the Struma River Valley (5) in Bulgaria (see Figure 1.1). While 
these study regions are represented by a significant body of field data, each has a unique history 
of research, which presents challenges to synthesizing and comparative analyses. The challenge 
is, first, to assemble regional data sets by bringing together the results of field research published 
over the past decades, and second, to find a systematic approach for categorization and analysis. 
This chapter will delineate a methodological framework, discussing the ways in which this study 
aims to structure heterogeneous archaeological information.  
Archaeology is generally a cumulative enterprise. Not only our ideas are informed by 
generations of scholarship but the data sets we work with were generally documented during 
decades of fieldwork. Whereas new excavations – bringing new ideas and field methods into 
practice – can be initiated, the body of data that is called ‘the archaeological record’ cannot be 
reproduced. Between study regions, there is a considerable level of variability in fieldwork 
strategies, documentation, analysis, interpretation, and publication, which poses limits to the value 
of quantitative analyses. Recent excavations in Turkey are generally academic multi-year projects, 
exposing large areas and followed by specialist analyses, whereas recent (rescue) excavations in 
Greece and Bulgaria are often only one or two seasons long and are rarely more than soundings – 
although there are notable exceptions. Survey research was carried out in all study regions, but 
there are significant differences in strategy, leading to a large degree of variability in both the 
number and the kinds of known Neolithic settlements. A good understanding of research history 
and research strategies is therefore necessary in order to identify possible biases in the 
archaeological record. Compiling more or less standardized data sets from diverse, and often 
highly selective, publications requires a certain level of pragmatism, as well as a feedback loop 
between interpretation and data registration. 
    
4.2 Data organization and database structure 
The regional data sets consist of archaeological sites dating to the 7th and 6th millennia BCE. Each 
dot on the map is a case study in itself, and is represented by various types of information, which 
are extracted from excavation and survey reports, monographies on excavated sites, specialist 
reports on specific find categories, and synthesizing studies.  Survey sites are generally published 
as a location, a size, and coarsely dated pottery finds, while excavated sites yield much more 
detailed contextual information on chronology, stratification, architecture, spatial organization, 
and finds. In order to accommodate these different levels of detail of archaeological information, 
the compiled database (Figure 4.1) distinguishes three categories of sites: first, extensively 
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excavated key sites (4-8 per region); second, secondary excavated sites (2-33 per region), and 
third, survey sites (11-68 per region).60 Minimally site location and dating are registered. Plotted 
in a GIS environment, these dots on the map provide the basic framework for interpreting 
diachronic settlement patterns, while levels of detail are added for the excavated key sites and 
secondary sites.  
 
Figure 4.1. Simplified database schema. 
  
Chronology forms the backbone of any interpretation of cultural processes. In recent years, 
Neolithic chronologies have become more fine-grained because of the wider application of 14C-
dating, improved 14C-dating techniques and calibration curves, and the development of ways in 
which to better relate absolute dates to local stratigraphies and pottery sequences. This study 
greatly benefits from these developments, and uses a number of key studies of regional 
chronologies.61 Still, the dating and synchronization of culture-historical sequences is far from 
settled. In each case study, interpretations of regional pottery sequences and radiocarbon 
chronologies will be discussed, leading to an absolute chronology to work with on the regional 
                                                 
 
60 See Appendices (Catalogues I-V) for an overview of sites included in these regional data sets. 
61 Lake District: Thissen 2010; Aegean: Reingruber and Thissen 2009; Western and Central Macedonia: Maniatis 
2014 and Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014; Struma Valley: Bohadzhiev 2007 
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scale.62 In the database, for each site, three types of dating are registered: first a dating according 
to the regional culture-historical sequence, second (if available) an absolute dating, and third a 
categorical dating following a framework of six 300-year Time Blocks (I-VI), covering the period 
6800-5000 BCE. This framework allows for the synchronization and discussion of local and 
regional sequences on an inter-regional level, which will be crucial for comparing regional patterns 
in chapters 10 and 11. The choice for a length of three centuries is based on insight in the 
chronological resolution of the data sets I am dealing with. The duration of Neolithic pottery stages 
is generally in the range of several centuries rather than decades, which means that (survey) sites 
that were not radiocarbon dated can be attributed to these Time Blocks with relative certainty. The 
Time Blocks more or less fit regional culture-historical sequences (see Table 4.1) , which is another 
indication that the three-century duration fits the pace of change in settlement patterns observable 
in the archaeological data.  
 
 Time Block I  
6800-6500 
BCE 
Time Block II 
6500-6200 
BCE 
Time Block III 
6200-5900 
BCE 
Time Block IV 
5900-5600 
BCE 
Time Block V 
5600-5300 
BCE 
Time Block VI 
5300-5000 
BCE 













































Table 4.1. General fit between Time Blocks and regional culture-historical sequences. For more detailed sequences, 
see the case studies and Figure 10.4. 
 
Excavated settlements generally allow for more detailed consideration of their settlement 
sequence than survey sites, which adds two levels of information. First, local sequences can be 
broken down into settlement phases. Characteristics of each settlement phase, including dating, 
enclosures, spatial layout, and architectural techniques are registered. Second, settlement phases 
can be further subdivided into houses, which are the smallest unit of analysis in this study. 
Information about house plan, size, construction techniques, domestic installations, and finds are 
registered. The database includes both completely and partially excavated house plans.  
                                                 
 
62 Although the chronological framework is based on calibrated radiocarbon dates, this thesis will consistently use 
BCE dates: many sites cannot be dated on the basis of direct radiocarbon dating, but have to be dated on the basis of 
associations with radiocarbon dated chronologies. 
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4.3 Case Studies: multi-scalarity as an interpretative framework 
Following the multi-scalar perspective developed in chapter 3, the methodological framework 
distinguishes three spatial and three temporal scales, moving from the short-term local level to the 
long-term inter-regional level (Table 4.2). This approach to Neolithic habitation practices is 
essentially biographical, in the sense that the time depth and development of settlements and settled 
landscapes will guide interpretation of Neolithic habitation practices. The case studies deal with 
the local and regional scale, while the Synthesis and Discussion (chapters 10 and 11) deal with the 
inter-regional scale. 
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culture and social organization 
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Inter-regional variability in 
trajectories of Neolithization 
Table 4.2.  Multi-scalar research framework.  
 
Following the framework of Table 4.2, the case studies discuss local-scale and regional-
scale habitation (see also Table 4.3). Regional habitation will be approached on three timescales. 
First, on the short-term scale, settlement patterns are assessed per culture-historical phase, 
generally following regional periodizations. These short-term ‘snap shots’ of regional patterning 
serve to gauge variability between contemporary settlements, and to get an idea of settlement 
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density (distance to nearest neighbor), intra-regional clustering, and the distribution of sites over 
different landscape zones. Second, the medium-term diachronic formation of settlement patterns 
is discussed, by assessing the relationship between settlement patterns and settlement sequences. 
What kind of habitation strategies, ranging from highly sedentary to highly mobile habitation 
practices, could explain the patterns observed? How did diachronic changes in habitation practices 
affect local and regional patterning? Third, long-term fluctuations in settlement patterns will be 
considered, including the population and de-population of regional landscapes, changes in 
landscape zones inhabited, and changes in the level of nucleation and dispersion of populations 
over the landscape.  
The analysis of settlement patterns has to deal with the fact that the dating of survey sites 
is much more coarse-grained and uncertain than the dating of excavated sites. The strict 
contemporaneity between neighboring settlements can, therefore, not always be assumed. 
Essentially, we are looking at snap shots made with long exposure times, capturing settlement 
patterns formed over considerable lengths of time, and consequently, a seemingly dense settlement 
pattern may also represent a series of short occupations.63 A way to at least partly solve this issue 
is by explicitly using excavated sequences in the interpretation of the survey evidence, since 
excavated settlements, as a sample of the settlement record, provide a way to assess trends in 
settlement continuity and longevity. If excavated settlements generally show long and continuous 
occupation during the period of interest, there is a higher chance that settlements attributed to this 
period were occupied simultaneously. If, in contrast, excavated settlements show short occupation 
sequences, there is a higher chance that settlement patterns represent sequential rather than 
simultaneous occupation. Again, possible biases should be taken into account. Long-term 
occupations are more visible and are more likely to be selected for excavation than short-term 
occupations, and here inter-regional differences in research strategies have to be considered. 
 The entry point to the local scale is provided by the key sites, which are discussed 
individually. The three subjects covered are 1) occupation sequence, including settlement 
longevity and sequences of occupation, abandonment and re-occupation; 2) settlement layout; and 
3) architecture, including house plans and sizes, domestic installations and find assemblages. The 
key questions revolve around change and variability. First is the level of change in settlement 
layout and architecture during local occupation sequences, which will inform discussions about 
cultural transmission; and second is the level of variability within occupation phases of the 
settlement, which will inform discussions about community fabric. 
The spatial analysis of settlement layout, and its diachronic development, presents several 
methodological challenges. First is the issue of exposure: often, only small portions of the 
settlement were excavated, and if larger areas were excavated horizontally, this was in most cases 
                                                 
 
63 Indeed, Düring (2006, 35) asserts that Processual studies of (prehistoric) settlement patterns can be criticized for 
assuming, first, that the archaeological record was representative, and second, that sites only coarsely dated to the 
same period were occupied simultaneously. 
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only done for the upper strata and not for the entire settlement sequence. This limits insight into 
the layout of the settlement as a whole, and its local development over time. Second is uncertainty 
about the strict contemporaneity between houses attributed to the same settlement phase (cf. 
Düring 2006; Banning 2010). And third is that on the level of architecture, information on 
entrances and second floors is rarely available. I agree with Banning (2010) that all this makes the 
application of standardized methods for intra-site spatial analysis, such as space syntax and access 
analysis (Hillier and Hanson 1984; Hillier 2014), problematic, since these were designed for the 
analysis of complete rather than fragmentary or unclear spatial information.64 Given the 
fragmented and variable spatial information available, the registration of the characteristics of 
settlement phases follows several broad categories, which wil be used for identifying trends in the 
development of architecture and settlement organization in chapters 10 and 11. First, the 
(dominant) type of architecture is registered as Mud and Wood/Mud brick/Pit 
Dwellings/Unknown. Second, the spatial structure of houses is categorized as 
Freestanding/Agglutinated/Conglomerated.65 Third, the spatial organization of the architecture is 
categorized as Row/Radial/Chained/Conglomerated.66 And fourth, settlement enclosures are 
categorized as Walls/Ditches/Absent/Unknown.   
The study of houses discusses various variables, including plan, building materials, size, 
domestic installations, and find assemblages. There is a considerable level of variability in the 
availability of this information. Considering the level of preservation, there is a bias towards burnt 
houses, which are generally better preserved and yield richer find assemblages.67 The study of 
houses will guide interpretation of the definition of, and variability between, domestic units in a 
settlement phase. Variability may be due to differences in the size of domestic groups,68 as well as 
to status differences, functional differences between buildings, or differences in building history. 
Diachronic change in house construction and house variability will be used for discussing social 
fabric and local processes of cultural transmission. 
                                                 
 
64 Banning (2010) dismisses Access Analysis on the basis of the fragementary and unclear nature of archaeological 
architectural data, while he regards Space Syntax as a useful starting point for characterizing different types of spatial 
‘grammar’.   
65 In the definition of agglutinated and conglomerated architecture, I follow Rosenstock (2014): agglutinated refers to 
rooms/buildings sharing walls, while conglomerated refers to buildings built against each other, but with their own 
walls.  
66 For the spatial organization of the settlement Row refers to freestanding houses organized in rows; Radial to 
freestanding houses organized in a radial pattern; Chained to agglutinated or conglomerated houses organized in a 
(curving) chain; and Conglomerated to clustered agglutinated or conglomerated architecture. 
67 The study of burnt houses needs to take into consideration that burning may have either been accidental or 
intentional, which affects the representation of the objects left in these houses. See Stevanovic (1997) for a study of 
intentional house burning in the prehistoric Balkans, as well as a critical review of the idea of intentional house burning 
by Lichter (2016).  
68 Although archaeologists recognize the limits to the cross-cultural validity of fixed equations (square meters/adult 
inhabitant) for determining the relationship between house size and the composition of domestic groups, generally, 
some kind of relationship between house size and the number of inhabitants is supposed. See for discussion e.g. Düring 
(2006, 30 and 90-1) and Steadman (2004). 
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Scale of analysis Variable Oppositions 
Local Scale 
Settlement size Small settlement Large settlement 
House size 
differentiation 
Equal sizes Highly differentiated sizes 
Intra-settlement 
hierarchy 
Egalitarian, autonomous units Status differentiation 
Settlement 
longevity 




Rate of change 
Continuous occupation and slow 
change 


















Settlements in a region have 
comparable lengths of occupation 
Length of occupation varies 
considerably between sites 
Table 4.3. Key concepts for the analysis of Neolithic habitation. 
 
4.4 Inter-regional comparison: finding a common ground 
After the five regional case studies, two steps will be taken in order to return from the regional 
level to the scale of the Neolithization of the Balkan-Anatolian zone. First, in the Synthesis 
(chapter 10) Neolithic habitation in the five study regions will be compared. Although each study 
region presents its own difficulties considering data representation, by following the uniform 
approach and dating framework presented above, trends in architecture, settlement organization, 
and settlement patterns can be distilled and compared. This will serve as a basis for discussing 
similarities and differences in regional Neolithic habitation practices and habitation histories, and 
the variable definition of Neolithic village communities through time and space. 
Second, these findings will be further contextualized in the Discussion (chapter 11) in the 
context of the narrative of the Neolithization of the Balkan-Anatolian zone. The chronological 
framework of the six 300-year time blocks provides insights into the contemporaneity of 
Neolithization processes and habitation histories, which serve as a starting point for assessing 
expansion versus parallel development.  After that, the idea of different Neolithic ways of life will 
be discussed further by comparing and contrasting evidence for Neolithic habitation and social 














CHAPTER 5. CASE STUDY I: THE LAKE DISTRICT 
 
5.1 Setting the scene 
5.1.1 Introduction 
The Southwest Anatolian Lake District has been referred to as one of the best studied regions of 
Neolithic Anatolia (Düring 2010, 160; Duru 2012, 21; Umurtak 2011, 1-2): since the 1950s, field 
survey campaigns have located numerous prehistoric mounds, and four key sites were excavated. 
These sites – Hacılar, Kuruçay, Höyücek, and Bademağacı – were all  excavated on a relatively 
large scale, and together they attest the intensive, long-term habitation of the region during the 7th 
and first half of the 6th millennium. During the Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic, the Lake 
District saw the development of an elaborate and relatively well-studied painted pottery tradition, 
and has therefore played a key role in discussions about the relationships between Anatolia, the 
Aegean and the Balkans during the 6th millennium (Mellaart 1960b; Schubert 1999; Grebska-
Kulowa 2001 and 2003a; Brami and Heyd 2011). The Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic sequence 
of the region is, however, still subject to debate, with disagreement about the dating of both local 
and regional sequences. This means that the relationships between the excavated sites, both in a 
chronological and cultural sense, is still in need of systematic discussion, while the interpretation 
of the inter-regional relations of the region depends on the chronological relationships involved. 
This also influenced the interpretation of the excavated architectural remains and settlement plans, 
which has mainly focused on aspects of architectural style (Umurtak 2000) and long-term social 
evolution (Eslick 1988; Vanhaverbeke and Waelkens 2005). Therefore, the development of 
Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic settlement, and the formation and development of early agrarian 
communities, is in need of detailed evaluation. 
 
5.1.2 Geographical setting 
Definition of the study area 
The Lake District is located on the western fringes of the Taurus Mountains. The geomorphology 
of the region is marked by mountain ranges, which alternate with alluvial valleys with elevations 
of 750-1000 m asl. The largest of the lakes are Beyşehir, Eğirdir, and Burdur, while Salda, Acıgöl, 
Akgöl and Yarışlı are among the smaller lakes. This case study investigates Neolithic and 
Chalcolithic settlement in the western part of the Lake District (Figure 5.1). This area largely 
coincides with the present-day province of Burdur, including small parts of the Antalya and Isparta 
provinces. The study region can be divided into three areas, which are separated by the NE-SW 
oriented Western Taurus mountain range. The area southeast of this range consists of several small 
plains and basins, including the Bucak Plain, the Bozova Plain and the Bademağacı Plain. This 
general area is separated from the coastal Antalya region by the Beydağları mountains, a 130 km 
long mountain range with peaks up to 3000 m asl, which form the westernmost extension of the 
Taurus mountains. Several passes provide access to the coastal area (e.g. the Çubuk Beli gorge). 
On the fringes of the coastal area, several prehistoric caves with Mesolithic and Neolithic remains 
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have been investigated (e.g. Öküzini and Karain; Seeher 1989), but these are not part of the present 
investigation. Second, the northern part of the study area is formed by the area around the Burdur 
lake. And third, the southwestern part of the study region follows the direction from the Burdur 
lake in the northeast to the Gölhisar lake in the southwest.  
Regarding communication routes, first the connections to coastal areas have to be 
considered. As mentioned above, the souteastern part of the study area is connected to the Antalya 
coast by the Çubuk Beli gorge, while the Burdur region did not have independent access to the 
sea: contact with coastal areas was mediated by the SE part of the study area. A second, more 
distant, possibility to interact with coastal areas is provided by the Aegean coast of Turkey, through 
the valley of the Büyük Menderes (Big Maeander) river. Following this route, the distance between 
Sorkun and the coastal Aegean at Izmir amounts to 250-280 km. The routes between the Lake 
District and the Central Anatolian Plain are many, but none is without its difficulties. One way is 
to follow a coastal route until the eastern end of the Antalya plain, crossing the Taurus mountains 
to the southern side of the Central Anatolian plain (Bademağacı-Konya = c. 350 km). An inland 
route from Burdur includes a long and winding road through mountainous areas, via lake Eğirdir 
and the north side of lake Beyşehir to the Konya plain (c. 320 km). 
 
  
Figure 5.1. Lake District: map of the study area and sites included in the data set. Key sites indicated, numbers 
correspond to Catalogue I. 
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Landscape and climate 
The presence of many lakes and streams makes the region well-watered and suitable for 
agriculture. Part of the region is karstic, and therefore lacks permanent access to surface water 
(Paulissen et al. 1993; Bakker et al. 2012). Understanding the Neolithic landscape of the Lake 
District needs to take into consideration fluctuations in the shorelines of the lakes, post-Neolithic 
alluvial deposits, as well as changes in salinity, rainfall, and temperature (Cohen 1970). Pollen 
cores from the Ağlasun valley indicate that Neolithic vegetation of the Burdur region consisted 
mainly of deciduous oak and pine, while pistachio trees were present as well (Bakker et al. 2012, 
256). This profile corresponds to relatively dense forests on the mountain slopes, while the valleys 
and lakesides probably had a more open, ‘park-like’ landscape with wild fruit and nut trees. Plant 
pollen indicate that the valley bottoms were probably relatively moist. Anthropogenic indicators 
such as cereal pollen and associated weeds are present from the 7th millennium, but difficulty in 
distinguishing between wild and domesticated grasses makes the palynological evidence for early 
farming (and its impact on the landscape) inconclusive (Bakker et al. 2012). 
The 8.2 kyr climatic event possibly led to harsher winter conditions, and episodes of 
flooding may have occurred (Clare et al. 2008, 70-1). In the period 5300-4200 BCE, a marked 
decrease in oak and pistachio pollen seems an indication for deforestation (Bakker et al. 2012, 
257-8). This phenomenon can be explained in two ways: first, it could be an indication for 
increased exploitation and deforestation by farmers, suggesting demographic growth; and second, 
climate change may have caused changes in vegetation. Since archaeological evidence for Middle 
Chalcolithic (c. 5500-4000 BCE) occupation is presently absent (see below), the option of 
demographic growth cannot be substantiated at the moment. 
 
5.2 The data set 
5.2.1 Excavated settlements: chronology and pottery sequence 
Hacılar Höyük, a mound of c. 150 in diameter and currently about 1.50 m in height, lies in the 
fertile Burdur plain. The site was excavated by James Mellaart in 1957-1960, making it the first 
excavation to prove habitation in Anatolia predating the Bronze Age (Mellaart 1970). Therefore, 
Hacılar is considered a type site for the Southwest Anatolian Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic. 
From 1978 onwards, Refik Duru of Istanbul University has carried out a series of excavations in 
the Lake District. Three sites – Kuruçay (1978-1988), Höyücek (1989-1992) and Bademağacı 
















c. 2000 m2 Mellaart 1970 
 
Duru 1989 
Kuruçay Duru 1978-1988 c. 2500 m2 Duru 1994 and 1996 
Höyücek 
 
Duru/Umurtak 1989-1992 900-1000 m2 Duru/Umurtak 2005 
Bademağacı Duru/Umurtak 1993-2010 c. 1500 m2 Duru and Umurtak 2010 and 
201969 
Other excavated sites 








N/A70 No clear distinction between EC 
and EBA layers was made. 
Hacılar Büyük 
Höyük 
Duru/Umurtak 2011-2015 Umurtak and Duru 
2016 
Early Bronze Age architecture 
excavated, but the basal levels of 
the mound were not extensively 
excavated.  EC pottery finds. 
Table 5.1. Lake District: overview of excavated sites. 
 
The relative and absolute chronology of the excavated Lake District sites are a matter of 
dispute. There are two main versions of the regional chronology, and confusion over absolute and 
relative dates and terminology resonates in  several synthesizing publications (e.g. Steadman 2000 
and 2004; Umurtak 2011; Clare et al. 2008). Since Kuruçay, Höyücek and Bademağacı were all 
excavated by Refik Duru, his version of the regional sequence features prominently in synthesizing 
publications (e.g. Duru 1989, 1999, 2012). Duru’s interpretation of the radiocarbon record and 
pottery evidence has, however, been criticized heavily by several scholars (Schoop 2002; Ç. 
Çilingiroğlu 2009c, 261-307; Thissen 2010).71 These critiques, as well as new radiocarbon dates 
from Bademağacı, seem to have led Duru to make small adaptations in his chronology (compare 
e.g. Duru 1999 to Duru 2012), but his most recent account still deviates quite significantly from 
those of his critics (see Table 5.2).72 
                                                 
 
69 The first volume of the final publication of the Bademağacı excavations was published recently (Duru and Umurtak 
2019). Unfortunately, I was unable to include this publication in the present study. 
70 See for general information on Yarım Höyük the Turkish site database on tayproject.org 
71 For both Ç. Çilingiroğlu (2009c) and Thissen (2010), the excavations at Ulucak in the Izmir region are an important 
source for comparing and dating the Lake District chronology.  
72 Schoop (2002) has aptly reconstructed Duru’s choices and reasoning, and shows how this has led to 
misinterpretations of the radiocarbon record and cultural sequence. 
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The problem with the Lake District chronology can be divided into two, partly overlapping, 
issues. First is the problem of terminology. The Anatolian Pottery Neolithic is conventionally dated 
between c. 7200 and 6000 BCE; the transition from Early Neolithic to Late Neolithic is often 
placed around 6500, while the transition to painted pottery around 6000 BCE marks the start of 
the Early Chalcolithic (e.g. Schoop 2005b; Düring 2010; Özdoǧan, Başgelen and Kuniholm (eds.) 
2012). Duru, however, uses a different terminology, consisting of ENI, ENII and LN/EC. Duru’s 
ENI falls into the later stages of the Central Anatolian Early Neolithic, while his ENII is largely 
contemporary with the Anatolian Late Neolithic. Duru’s Late Neolithic is reduced to one or two 
centuries, around the turn of the 7th to the 6th millennium. ‘Early Neolithic’, therefore, means 
different things to different researchers, which causes confusion over the chronological 
relationships between settlements in the region (see also Ç. Çilingiroğlu 2009c, 24-29).73 
The second issue is the low number of radiocarbon dates, taken with all but uniform 
sampling strategies in the period 1957-2010 from four different sites. The starting point for the 
absolute chronology of the Lake District is Hacılar, which produced a radiocarbon sequence 
connected to detailed stratigraphic observations (Mellaart 1970). The main stratigraphic sequence 
from Hacılar IX to I is understood quite well, and, after recalibration of Mellaart’s radiocarbon 
dates, there is consensus that these phases should be dated to the period  6350-5700 BCE.74 The 
‘aceramic’ occupation phases yielded one radiocarbon date, suggesting late 9th/early 8th 
millennium occupation, but the sample is often dismissed as unreliable (e.g. Duru 2012, 4).75 
Schoop (2002), Thissen (2010) and Çilingiroğlu (2009c) do not include Hacılar’s aceramic levels 
in their chronological overviews either. Because of the presumed similarities between Hacılar 
Acemaric and Bademağacı ENI, Duru places the Hacılar Aceramic between 7100 and 6600 BCE 
(Duru 2012, 1).  
The largest deviations between Duru’s chronology and those of Schoop, Thissen and 
Çilingiroğlu lie in the interpretation of the Kuruçay and Höyücek sequences, which are dated 
significantly earlier by Duru. According to Duru (1994, 2012), Kuruçay’s levels 12 to 10 are 
roughly contemporary with Hacılar IX-VI, c. 6300-6100 BCE.76 He argued that pottery from phase 
13, found in unstratified contexts on the east side of the mound, was similar to the pottery he found 
in the ‘aceramic’ levels of Hacılar (Duru 1989). He concluded that Kuruçay’s phase 13 should, 
                                                 
 
73 An example is Steadman’s 2004 study of architecture and households, which groups Aceramic Hacılar, Kuruçay 
12, and Bademağacı ENII.3  together as ‘Early Neolithic’, following Duru’s chronology. 
74 Due to the change in calibration curves, Mellaart’s calibrated dates (from the 1960s) were significantly later than 
they would be on present-day calibration. Confusingly, Umurtak (2011, 7-8) bases an argument about continuity in 
habitation practices on a comparison between Mellaart’s dates and more recently calibrated dates from Kuruçay, 
Höyücek and Bademağacı.   
75 Mellaart dug the aceramic levels during the last excavation season in 1960; the only radiocarbon date from these 
levels is from material of mixed origin. Rosenstock (2010) places aceramic Hacılar between 8200 and 7550 cal. BCE. 
76 Duru refers to level 12 as ‘Early Neolithic’ and to level 11 as ‘Late Neolithic’.  Radiocarbon dates taken from levels 
13, 12 and 11 are few and not very reliable. See Thissen 2010 and Ç. Çilingiroğlu 2009c. Level 7 yielded an earlier 
date than level 12. 
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together with aceramic Hacılar, be placed in the ENI, separated from level 12 by a considerable 
hiatus. Schoop, Çilingiroğlu and Thissen interpret this level 13 material quite differently. 
Çilingiroğlu (2009c, 285) concluded that Kuruçay’s level 13 assemblage displays similarities to 
Hacılar VI, dating the beginning of Kuruçay some 500 years later than Duru. Similar conclusions 
were reached by Schoop (2002) and Thissen (2010). This means that basal occupation at Kuruçay 
should be dated only after the start of Late Neolithic occupation at Hacılar, resulting in a much 
shorter occupation history: where Duru assigns a time span of almost a millennium (with hiatuses) 
to Kuruçay 13-7, Thissen suggests a settlement history of only 200 years for phases 12 to 7.77 This 
also has implications for the idea of cultural continuity: for Çilingiroğlu (2009c), the gradual 
development of pottery styles and architecture at Kuruçay makes the construction of hiatuses 
redundant. She instead proposes a continuous sequence of c. 400 years. Schoop places  Kuruçay 
even later in time: he suggests that levels 12 to 7 are to be dated during a hiatus between Hacılar 
II and I, while he synchronizes Kuruçay 13 with Hacılar VI.78 
Höyücek’s chronology is equally troubled. Duru dates the Early Settlements Phase (ESP) 
quite early (c. 6700-6600 BCE), suggesting that ESP is contemporary with his early date for 
Kuruçay 13 and aceramic Hacılar. Çilingiroğlu (2009c, 299-300) however sees clear pottery 
similarities between Höyücek ESP2 and Hacılar IX-VI, as well as Kuruçay 13-12 (c. 6300-6100 
BCE). Next, Duru argues that the Shrine Phase (Sh.P) falls in the ENII and places the Sanctuaries 
Phase (SP) at the end of the 7th millennium, contemporary with or just postdating Hacılar VI (Duru 
2012, 12-13). Çilingiroğlu, in contrast, places the SP in the Early Chalcolithic, i.e. after 6000 
BCE.79 
To conclude, the versions of the regional chronology presented by Duru on the one hand 
and Schoop, Thissen and Çilingiroğlu on the other, diverge significantly: where Duru envisions an 
early horizon of occupation in the first half of the 7th millennium including ‘aceramic’ Hacılar, 
Kuruçay 13, Höyücek’s ESP and Bademağacı ENI, for the others, (Late) Neolithic occupation of 
the Lake District started almost contemporaneously at Hacılar, Kuruçay and Höyücek, i.e. after 
6400 BCE. Bademağacı is currently still holds an exceptional position, with most scholars 
accepting its early date of c. 7100 BCE, but since the excavation is not published yet, this date 
should be treated with caution.80 For the present study, I use the chronology presented in Table 
5.3. I assume approximate contemporaneity between Hacılar IX-VI, Kuruçay 13-12, Höyücek 
Sh.P, and Bademağacı ENII. Together they represent ‘Late Neolithic’ habitation in the Lake 
District. An early phase of the Early Chalcolithic is represented by Hacılar V-II, Kuruçay 11-8, 
and Höyücek SP, while a later stage is represented by Hacılar I and Kuruçay 7. I define the Early 
                                                 
 
77 Thissen (2010) does not include Kuruçay 13 in his sequence. 
78 According to Thissen (2010, 274), Schoop’s placement of Kuruçay 12-7 between Hacılar II and I is not supported 
by the radiocarbon evidence. 
79 Höyücek yielded four radiocarbon dates, one for ESP2 and three for the Sh.P. The SP was not radiocarbon dated. 
80 In Arbuckle et al. 2014, Bademağacı ENI is said to slightly postdate the start of Ulucak VI, i.e. 6700 BCE.  
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Neolithic as predating Hacılar IX. Aceramic Hacılar potentially predates all sites (e.g. Rosenstock 
2010), but a case for placing Aceramic Hacılar in the first half of the 7th millennium can also be 
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Table 5.2. Lake District: comparison between the chronologies of Duru (2012), Schoop (2002), Ç. Çilingiroğlu 
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I-VII 
      Sparse or absent 
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Mud brick, stone 
foundations, ‘fortifications’ 








Table 5.3. Lake District: simplified and synchronized chronology of the four key sites.  
 
5.2.3 The survey evidence: diachronic and spatial distribution of sites 
Field surveys carried out by Mellaart (1951-1952), Birmingham (1964), the Sagalassos team 
(1993-1998, 2010-2012), and most notably Özsait (1974, 1982-1994, 2009-2010), yielded 
information about a large number of prehistoric sites in the Lake District.81 The style of survey 
can be characterized as ‘site visits’: within selected municipalities, sites with archaeological 
potential were visited and surface pottery was collected and studied. Özsait visited almost all 
known sites, and he generally published basic site characteristics, including site type, 
measurements, and chronological attributions. This style of survey led to several biases: 1) only 
lower-lying areas were surveyed, with mountainous areas largely unexplored; 2) sites with 
archaeological potential are generally mounds and to a lesser extent caves; flat sites are less visible, 
and are therefore unlikely to be found during such explorations; 3)  the interpretation of surface 
finds from mounds needs to take into consideration that mound formation is complex, and that 
                                                 
 
81 Mellaart 1954; Özsait 1986, 2001, 2010, 2011, and his yearly publications in AraST 1983-1995. The Sagalassos 
team has focused specifically on the plain of Burdur from 2010 onwards; see Kaptijn et al. 2012; Vandam et al. 2013; 
Vandam and Kaptijn 2015. 
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multi-period habitation is the rule. Furthermore, not all settlement phases will be represented on 
the surface. The speed of tell formation is dependent on a range of environmental and cultural 
factors (Rosenstock 2012); moreover, mounds do not only build up in the vertical plane, since 
episodes of levelling and horizontal expansion or displacement may have taken place (Özdoǧan 
2012, 4). Simplified stratigraphies of the four excavated sites (Table 5.4) show that in the Lake 
District valleys, the basal levels of mounds can lie as deep as 3.50 meters below the level of the 
plain, and that the formation of the visible part of mounds can in some cases be attributed to both 
Neolithic and post-Neolithic periods.82 Therefore, it seems not too farfetched to suggest that a 
certain quantity of Neolithic sites – flat or modest mounds – has not been detected during field 
surveys (Cohen 1970, Mellaart 1970, Duru 1994, Duru and Umurtak 2005). Still, it is clear that 
significant mound formation already took place during the Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic: the 
excavated sites show that the thickness of Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic deposits ranges from  
3 to 6.5 m, and at none of these sites, the Neolithic/Chalcolithic mound lies entirely beneath the 





















































































































Hacılar 1.50 m -3.50 m 5 m 5 m - - 
Kuruçay 8 m 0 m 8 m 3 m LC, EBAII 5 m 
Höyücek 4 m -2/2.50 m 6-6.50 m 6-6.50 m - - 
Table 5.4. Lake District: stratigraphic build-up of settlement mounds. 
 
With these reservations in mind, the data set consists of 41 sites, 39 of which are mounds. 
These mounds are reportedly up to 10 meters high and have diameters in the range of 100-150 
meters.83 Chronological labels assigned by the investigators include ‘Late Neolithic’, ‘Early 
Chalcolithic’, ‘Late Chalcolithic’ and ‘Early Bronze Age’. A large number of sites carry the 
                                                 
 
82 There are only a few sites which did not yield evidence for post-Early Chalcolithic occupation. See Table 5.5. 
83 Mounds usually have diameters of 100-150 m, and there is a significant portion of oval-shaped mounds with sizes 
up to 150x300 m. 
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designation ‘Late Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic’, which generally means that both monochrome 
and painted pottery was found. In some cases, Özsait specifically referred to the Hacılar pottery 
sequence, which allows for slightly more fine-grained chronological attributions. In general, 
published information allows for assigning sites to three developmental stages:  I. Early Neolithic 
- the period before Hacılar IX, that is the first half of the 7th millennium; II. Late Neolithic, which 
includes sites with the designation ‘Hacılar VI’; and III. Early Chalcolithic, which includes sites 
with painted pottery and sites attributed to the Hacılar II/I periods.84 Although tentative, I have 




Figure 5.2. Lake District: long-term development of the number of registered sites (Early Neolithic – Early Bronze 
Age), based on review of information from survey reports by Mehmet Özsait, who (re)surveyed most of these sites.  
 
From a long-term perspective (Figure 5.2), the survey evidence available at present shows 
an increase in the number of settlements from the Early Neolithic (4 sites) to the Late Neolithic 
(31 sites). After a peak in the number of settlements in the Early Chalcolithic (35 sites), there is an 
apparent drop: no Middle Chalcolithic settlements (c. 5500-4000 BCE) were recorded. This 
apparent hiatus in the occupation of the region lasted until the 4th millennium, which saw renewed 
occupation from the Late Chalcolithic to the Early Bronze Age. It is worth stressing that a 
significant portion of Late Chalcolithic-Early Bronze Age sites overly Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic 
mounds, which only re-emphasizes the lack of Middle Chalcolithic occupation layers. 
                                                 
 
84 Considering the issue of the Early Neolithic, it seems as though Özsait adheres more closely to the conventional 
chronology than to Duru’s ENI/ENII scheme. This means that he generally labels sites contemporary with Hacılar IX-
VI as ‘Late Neolithic’, while the term Early Neolithic is reserved for sites predating Hacılar IX. 

























































































Hacılar 2 950 mound Mellaart 1970
Kuruçay 4 935 mound Duru 1994
Hacılar Büyük Höyük 5 920 mound Duru/Umurtak 2014





Incirlitepe 23 940 mound Özsait 1984
Senir 37 875 Flat Özsait 1985
Ilyas 1 21 890 mound Özsait 1985
Çiǧirtkankaya 14 970 flat Özsait
Kocapınar 33 990 slope sett. Özsait 1983
Sazak 36 910 mound Özsait 1983
Başkuyu 1 9 1170 mound Özsait 1983
Kanlıtepe 25 1220 mound Özsait 1992
Dereköy 1 15 990 N/A Mellaart 1954
Kayapınarı mevkii 30 1085 slope sett. Özsait 2010
Düden 16 1100 mound Özsait 1983
Yazır Höyük 42 1008 mound Özsait 1983
Çaputlu Ardiç 12 865 mound Özsait 2010
Karaçal Höyük 27 935 mound Özsait 2010
Adatepe 7 1045 mound Özsait 2010
Mürseller 35 1100 mound Özsait 1984
Kağılcık Mağarası 24 1290 cave Birmingham
Yenice 43 1170 mound Özsait 1984
Çamur Höyük 11 1160 mound Mellaart, Özsait
Yakalar 41 1200 mound Özsait 1984
Kayalı 1 29 1220 mound Özsait
Seydiler Höyük 38 1210 mound Özsait 1985
Karamusa 28 1320 mound Özsait 1985
Çavdir 13 1100 mound Özsait 1990
Sorkun 39 1050 mound Mellaart, Özsait 1990
Beyköy 10 1210 mound Özsait 1988
Leylekbeleni 34 1195 mound Özsait 1985
Gölde 19 1300 mound Özsait 1984
















Höyücek 3 750 mound Duru/Umurtak 2005






Incirdere 22 760 mound Özsait 1985
Heybeli 20 800 mound Özsait 1985
Keçili 31 810 mound Özsait 1985
Eskiköy Yeri 18 950 mound Özsait 1995
Kızlar Höyük 4 32 840 mound Mellaart 1954
Yağca Taş Höyük 40 820 mound Özsait 1994
Efeoǧlu 17 880 mound Özsait 1994








The study of settlement patterns on the basis of coarsely dated sites needs to take into 
consideration that site distributions may represent a sequence, rather than a pattern of 
contemporaneous occupations. On the basis of the occupation sequences of the four excavated 
sites, it can, however, be assumed that the Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic generally saw the 
continuous occupation of mounds. This implies that the late 7th-early 6th millennium can be 
considered as period of settlement continuity, and that most sites with pottery finds dating to this 
time frame were occupied simultaneously for a considerable amount of time.  
Settlement densities for the beginning and end of the Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic sequence 
are more difficult to grasp. The early settlement layers, buried by alluvium and later occupation 
layers, will be poorly represented on the surface.86 Furthermore, the last stage of Early Chalcolithic 
occupation was clearly attested at Hacılar I and Kuruçay 7, while remains at Bademağacı (LN/EC) 
and Höyücek (MA) are more fragmented and less well dated. The interruption in occupational 
sequence attested at Hacılar may have been a region-wide phenomenon, with site abandonment 
marking the beginning of the 6th millennium. This discontinuity in settlement histories is, however, 
poorly reflected in the survey evidence, since Hacılar II and Hacılar I are usually grouped together 
in survey research. 
While the beginning and the end of the Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic sequence are not yet 
understood well, the abundance of Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic sites seems to approach 
real settlement patterns much more closely (Figure 5.3). For the Late Neolithic, the distance to 
nearest neighbor was between 5 and 12 kilometers. Although the settlement pattern may have been 
denser, for example through the presence of smaller or less stratified sites not found during 
surveys, the spacing of mounds seems to have been quite regular during this phase. Distance to 
nearest neighbor decreased further during the Early Chalcolithic, with inter-mound distance 
dropping to 4-7 kilometers. The distribution of mounds follows the geomorphology of the region, 
with the large majority of sites located in alluvial valleys. An early upland site is Gölde (1300 m 
asl); it has to be noted that the site lies in an upland basin along a crucial passage between the 
Burdur valley and the Southwest.  
                                                 
 
86 There are three survey sites that may predate Hacılar IX: Keçili, Heybeli, and Kızlar Höyük 4. Together with 
Bademağacı, these sites are located in the southeastern part of the study region. Özsait has suggested that Gölde and 
Keçili, both occupied in the Neolithic only, potentially close the chronological gap between aceramic and Late 




Figure 5.3. Lake District: phase map of excavated and survey sites. Numbers correspond to Catalogue I. 
 
5.3 Key sites: investigating settlement and community 
5.3.1 Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic subsistence economies 
Although the appearance of farming economies is generally regarded a key characteristic of 
Neolithization, the development of agricultural economies in the Neolithic Lake District has been 
a disputed subject. Archaeobotanical and archaeozoological investigations at the first two sites that 
were excavated, Hacılar and Kuruçay, suggested that these communities did not yet practice a fully 
developed agricultural economy. For Hacılar, Westley (1970, 245-7) claimed that apart from dogs, 
no domesticated animals were present: the bones of sheep, goat, cattle and pig found on the site 
were considered wild rather than domesticated. Helbaek (1970) showed that domesticated cereals 
and pulses were present from the earliest ‘aceramic’ phases onwards. At Kuruçay, no 
archaeobotanical remains were recovered; furthermore, bones of sheep, goat, pig and cattle found 
at the site were considered too large to be domesticated livestock, and were instead interpreted as 
hunted wild animals (Duru 1994, 109). All this led Duru (1994, 110; 2012) to suggest that the 
Kuruçay population did not practice food production, and this conclusion was repeated by several 
other researchers (e.g. Steadman 2004, Umurtak 2011). Additional evidence for the lack of food 
production was sought in the apparent absence of storage containers in the Kuruçay houses, as 
well as the poor soils surrounding the site. The absence of cereals, however, contrasted with the 
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regular occurrence of grinding stones in domestic contexts. Duru therefore hypothesized that the 
community imported grain from elsewhere (1994, 110). The fact that none of these ‘imported’ 
cereals were found during the excavations already shows that the absence of archaeobotanical 
remains should probably be attributed to poor preservation and/or sampling techniques. 
Indeed, Höyücek and Bademağacı, both excavated more recently, have yielded convincing 
evidence for both animal husbandry and crop cultivation. De Cupere and Duru (2008) show that 
at Bademağacı, domesticated animals were present from the earliest phase (ENI-9, c. 7000 BCE) 
onwards, and recent lipid residue analysis on pottery yielded evidence for dairying (H. Özbal et 
al. 2014).87 Interestingly, the first phase of occupation only yielded sheep and some pig. During 
the subsequent ENI-8 phase, domesticated cattle and goat were introduced, while pig increased in 
importance.88 Likewise, the Höyücek assemblages definitely contained domestic cattle, sheep, 
goat, and pig (De Cupere and Duru 2003), and stored crops were found as well (Martinoli and 
Nesbitt 2003). In hindsight, it seems unlikely that whereas Höyücek and Bademağacı had 
domesticated animals, neighboring at Hacılar and Kuruçay did not practice stock breeding at all. 
An explanation for the larger size of some domesticated animals may be that the Lake District lies 
within the natural habitat of wild sheep, goat, aurochs and boar; in a recent publication, Arbuckle 
et al. (2014) suggest that the larger size of domestic goats in the Lake District is due to regular 
interbreeding between domesticated goats and local wild animals, rather than to a wholesale 
absence of animal husbandry practices. 
Although it seems plausible that both crop cultivation and animal husbandry were practiced 
at all sites from the Early Neolithic onwards, differences in food economies can be proposed as 
well: as Duru rightly pointed out, the landscape around Kuruçay is less fertile than the plain around 
Hacılar, and these local circumstances undoubtedly had an effect on the cultivation and husbandry 
strategies followed by local communities. If agricultural products were exchanged between 
communities, this touches the subject of community interdependence and supra-community levels 
of social organization.89 
 
5.3.2 Hacılar 
Stratigraphy and phasing 
Mellaart divided the stratigraphical sequence of the mound into Late Neolithic (IX-VI) and Early 
Chalcolithic (V-I) levels. Three burnt village phases, VI (Late Neolithic), II and I (Early 
Chalcolithic), were especially well-preserved and investigated, while the intervening phases (IX-
                                                 
 
87 See Arbuckle et al. 2014 for a comprehensive overview of the spread of domesticated animals in Turkey.  
88 De Cupere and Duru (2008) suggested that after they had settled down, the inhabitants acquired these animals to 
broaden their subsistence economy. 




VII, V-III) were mostly represented by finds from courtyard deposits.90 For the Late Neolithic, 
Mellaart recognized that most phase VI houses had two floor levels, and he argued that the lower 
floor coincided with level VII. The excavated settlement plan was therefore thought to be largely 
the same in phases VII and VI. Mellaart proposed that levels IX and VIII formed one architectural 
phase as well, but the limited amount of excavated remains from this phase suggested that it was 
less substantial or that the core of habitation was located elsewhere on the mound. Thissen (2010) 
took Mellaart’s ideas one step further, by convincingly suggesting that Hacılar IX-VI actually form 
one stratigraphical unit.91 This implies that (some of) the buildings that burnt down at the end of 
the VI phase were already built during the IX phase, and that they were used by several generations 
of inhabitants – Thissen suggests a time span of c. 200 years for the IX-VI settlement. 
The Early Chalcolithic levels V-II followed the burning of level VI: courtyard surfaces 
dating to phase V were found sealing the burnt debris of phase VI in various parts of the mound. 
The absence of phase V architectural remains led Mellaart to suggest horizontal displacement of 
the settlement to the South and East, to areas truncated by later building activities (Mellaart 1970, 
23). Phases III and IV yielded few architectural remains, mostly under the eastern part of the later 
level II settlement. The question is whether there was immediate continuity between phases VI 
and V, or alternatively, there was a period of abandonment between LN and EC. Both Schoop 
(2002) and Thissen (2010) argue for immediate continuity, and Thissen regards the V-II levels as 
one stratigraphic unit. Early Chalcolithic Phase I represented a quite drastic remodeling of the  
mound. The settlement of phase I was not built on the top of the mound, like its predecessors, but 
on a flat terrace constructed by cutting away a large portion of the sides of the old mound. This 
‘Level I cut’ constitutes a central feature of Mellaart’s understanding of Hacılar’s stratigraphy.92  
During the last season of excavation, Mellaart excavated a c. 1.50 m thick deposit 
underneath the phase VI remains. Because no pottery was found in these levels, Mellaart attributed 
this to an Aceramic Neolithic settlement, separated from the Late Neolithic occupation by a 1000-
1500 year hiatus (Mellaart 1961, 1970, 3-7). He distinguished three settlement phases in the 
aceramic deposit, that included remains of mudbrick walls, lime floors, and domestic installations. 
Later soundings were excavated in a 100 m radius around the mound with the purpose of finding 
                                                 
 
90 Mellaart provided detailed descriptions of the architectural evidence and finds of phases VI, II, and I: settlement 
plans, reconstruction drawings, and profile drawings were published in four preliminary reports (Mellaart 1958, 1959, 
1960a, 1961) and a final publication (Mellaart 1970). 
91 Thissen (2010) supports this by showing that in area Q, level VI houses immediately overlie the aceramic deposits. 
Mellaart explained this by proposing that the settlement was smaller during levels IX and VIII. Level VII material 
was only encountered in the courtyards, since the houses were kept clean. 
92 Rosenstock (2010) proposed a quite radical reinterpretation of the chronological order of the Hacılar II and I 
settlements, asserting that the level II settlement postdated the level I settlement, refuting the idea of the ‘Level I cut’. 
In this scenario, Hacılar II would be placed in the second half of the 6th millennium. In this thesis, I do not follow 
Rosenstock’s understanding of the Hacılar stratigraphy. In my opinion, the ‘Level I cut’ forms a good explanation for 
sequence of the mound’s sections, and the level of continuity in architecture, spatial organization, and domestic 
facilities between phase VI and II seems greater than the level of change.  
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the hypothetical extra-mural cemetery of the Late Neolithic settlement (Duru 1989). Although a 
cemetery was not found, Duru found traces of red painted floors at 1.50-2.00 m below the plain, 
which he attributed to the ‘aceramic’ phase. Because a handful of sherds were found on these 
floors, Duru concluded that the earliest settlement at Hacılar was not aceramic but rather Early 







































Village consisting of mud-brick houses and open courtyard areas. Each house had 
a couple of lean-to structures (‘kitchens’). Houses clustered together, often in L-
shapes. Houses contained interior hearths and ovens, storage containers, wall 


















‘Fortified’ village built over the burnt phase VI remains. The village had several 
entrances leading to open court areas flanked by houses. The village supposedly 
had a specialized cult building, and contained several workshops. Part of the IIA 
village burnt down, followed by repairs in IIB. IIB subsequently burnt down as well. 
The Hacılar II village was significantly smaller than the phase VI village. 




‘Fortress’ built on the west side of the earlier villages, on the flank of the mound. 
This settlement had thick mud brick walls and clustered rooms. Burnt. 
IC-D N/A ‘Squatter occupation’ on the top of the mound. 
Table 5.6. Hacılar: occupation sequence. 
 
The Late Neolithic village: level VI 
The burnt settlement of phase VI was exposed over an area of c. 550 m2 during the 1960 excavation 
season. Excavation focused mostly on exposing buildings, with open courtyard areas left largely 
unexcavated. Mellaart distinguished twelve buildings in total, spread over excavation areas P 
(houses P1-P3), Q (houses Q2-7), E (houses E1-E2), and F (house F) (see Figure 5.4). Of these 
twelve houses, houses P1, P2, P3, and Q2, Q3, and Q5 were relatively large, well-built rectilinear 
houses, with interior floor surfaces between 40 and 60 m2. Walls were usually about one meter in 
thickness, and were built of mud bricks on stone foundations. These walls were preserved to a 
height of up to two meters, and were covered by several layers of white plaster (Mellaart 1970, 
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11). Walls contained cupboards, as well as window openings. 93 Large postholes were found on 
the long axis of the buildings, and additional posts were often found in the corners (12 in house 
P1, 14 in Q3 and 11 in Q2), and these supported a flat roof or a second storey.94 Access to the 
houses was via a main entrance in the long wall, with usually a wide door, evidence for some kind 
of door system, and a wooden threshold. Additionally, several houses had smaller back entrances 
(P2, Q2). Most buildings had one or more internal divisions, usually in the form of wattle-and-




Figure 5.4. Hacılar: excavation plan of the phase VI settlement. After Mellaart 1970, 12-3, fig. 7. 
                                                 
 
93 All cupboards were found empty, except for the ‘service hatch’ of house Q2, which contained figurines (Mellaart 
1970, 14-15). 
94 Mellaart argued in favor of second storeys (1970, 16-7), while Düring (2010, 164-5) argued that the large dimensions 
of the houses suggest that a further extension of the living area was not necessary. Rather, he suggested that flat roofs 
were used for domestic activities. A exterior staircase was found close to house P1, suggesting a flat roof rather than 
a second storey. Finds within the burnt collapse are not conclusive, and can equally have fallen from flat roofs or 
shelves. Mellaart reported that remains of a hearth were found in the P1 collapse. 
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The plan of the settlement shows that houses were often built in pairs, with one wall shared 
between neighboring houses, together forming L-shaped units (e.g. P1 and P3; Q2 and Q4). In a 
reconstruction of the phase VI settlement, Mellaart drew a core group of buildings (the houses in 
area Q) surrounded by houses with their entrances facing the center of the settlement (see Figure 
5.13). The doorless outer walls of these houses together restricted access to the settlement 
(Mellaart 1970, 10). Although the validity of this reconstruction remains unclear, on the basis of 
the excavated buildings, some insight into the formation of the settlement plan can be gained by 
looking at the structural relations between buildings. The L-shaped units seem to have been built 
at once, and they most likely formed the initial settlement plan. The other houses (Q3, Q6 and Q7) 
seem to have been later additions to the original settlement layout, and were less independently 
built. House Q3 was built in a passageway between houses Q5 and Q4, and does not have its own 
walls. Houses Q6 and Q7, only partly excavated, were built against the south wall of house Q4, 
with evidence for the addition of wattle-and-daub walls only. These houses were smaller than the 
houses belonging to the original plan, with estimated floor surfaces between 28 and 32 m2, and 
show less architectural elaboration: no screen partitions, cupboards, alcoves, or elaborate 
thresholds or door systems were attested. 
In terms of domestic installations, differences between these ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ 
houses are less evident: all houses contained similar domestic installations, including flat-topped 
ovens, raised hearths, storage bins, fire boxes, and platforms (Table 5.7). The interior spatial 
organization was, with some exceptions, based on the placement of the oven on the long wall, 
opposite the entrance. Storage facilities were present in every house, mostly in the form of fixed 
rectilinear storage bins against the walls, while scattered archaeobotanical remains in several 
houses are interpreted as evidence for storage in sacks (Mellaart 1961, 43). 
Mellaart provided a general overview of finds, rather than a detailed inventory list for each 
individual house. Although not all finds can be recontextualized, domestic assemblages generally 
included a large amount of pottery, sling pellets, grinding stones, polished stone tools, as well as 
a range of ‘special items’ such as female figurines, stone slabs with incised human faces, 
zoomorphic vessels, and marble bowls (Mellaart 1961,45ff; 1970, 166ff). Mellaart related these 
artistic representations to domestic cults.95 In house Q2, a group of twelve figurines was found in 
one of the niches, which Mellaart interpreted as a small household shrine. The combined evidence 
for ‘special’ items such as figurines, incised slabs and ‘ritual vessels’ indeed shows that every 
domestic unit contained some evidence for cultic expressions. A quantitative approach reveals a 
more imbalanced picture: houses Q3 (13 figurines), Q4 (6), Q2 (12) and Q5 (34) contained more 
figurines than other houses.96 Again, the difference does not seem to lie between primary and 
                                                 
 
95 Mellaart (1970, 166ff) contrasted this with the evidence from Çatalhöyük, which he saw as a site containing public 
‘shrines’.   
96 See Mellaart 1970, figure 191. 
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secondary houses, but rather between areas of the settlement (houses in the central Q cluster versus 
houses in area P).   
Several houses yielded evidence for external ‘kitchens’: small annexes built of wattle and 
daub (Mellaart 1961, 43; 1970, 15-6). The well-preserved excavated annex of house P2 contained 
a work table, grinding stones, storage facilities and a hearth; the annex of house Q3 contained an 
oven-hearth, a grinding installation and a platform. The installations in these kitchen extensions 
are similar to those found inside the houses; the question is therefore whether these extensions 
should be regarded as seasonal, or that these represent a functional differentiation of space. For 
some of the houses, it seems that the more intense food preparation activities may have taken place 
in the kitchen extension, while the ‘living room’ lacks evidence for the processing of cereals (e.g. 
in the case of house P2). The courtyard areas in between the buildings were left largely 
unexcavated; it is therefore not known what these areas were used for, and whether these areas 
contained facilities shared between multiple households. The only clear indication for a shared 
facility is the well found between house Q4 and Q2, which was supposedly located in a shared 
courtyard accessible from multiple houses.97  
Through its good preservation and relatively detailed publication, the Hacılar VI settlement 
is an important type-site for Late Neolithic architecture and habitation practices in Western 
Anatolia. Several points are worth highlighting: first is that despite variability between houses, 
there seems to have been a strong concept of the domestic unit, with evidence for similar domestic 
activities carried out in each of the houses. Variability mostly lies in find assemblages, which 
suggest status differences and specialization. Second is the evidence for architectural elaboration 
and evidence for settlement planning, which suggests communal investment in the durability of 
both individual houses and the settlement as a whole. There was some variability in the 
architectural complexity and size of buildings, which may, besides status differences, also indicate 
the order in which houses were built. The ‘primary’, larger, domestic units were used for longer 
than a generation (floors for phases VII and VI; P1, P2, Q2, Q4, Q5), while changes to the 
settlement plan attest changes in community composition, and seem to have included the addition 
of ‘secondary’, smaller,  houses to the original plan (Q3, Q6, Q7). 
  
                                                 
 
97 Mellaart argued that the well was excavated for re-use during later phases of occupation, and this would explain the 




House P1 P2 P3 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 
Width (m) 4.9 5.5 4.2 4.9 3.9 5.8 5.2 N/A N/A 
Length (m) 9.1 7.5 7 8.9 7.4 6.4 9.7 5.5 6.5 
Size (m2) 45 41 29.4+ 44 28.9 37.1 60 -  -  
Architectural characteristics 
Mud brick walls + + + + + + + - - 
Platform     1     
Bench 1         
Cupboard 5 3  1  2    
Storage bins   2 2    3 3 
Partitions +   +   +   
Side room - - - - - - + - - 
Annexes 1   1 1 1 ? ? ? 
Domestic facilities 
Oven + +  + + + + + + 
Hearth + +  + + + + + + 
Fire box ++   +   +   
Grinding 
installation 




Figurines 4 - 1 12 13 6 34 -  
Incised slabs - 2 - - - 1 1 1  
Incised clay 
figures 
1 - - - 1 - - -  
Anthr/zoo 
vessels 
- - - - 2  - 1  
Marble bowls 7 2 - 1 2 1 8 -  
Antler sickles 3    1 1  1  
Bone spatulae 3   1  4 1   
Belt hooks     1  4   
Sling pellets       ++++   
Table 5.7. Hacılar. Houses of phase VI: architectural characteristics, domestic facilities and finds. These inventories 
exclude finds from the ‘kitchen extension’ areas. 
 
The ‘fortified’ Early Chalcolithic village: level II 
The Hacılar II settlement is, as of yet, one of the few Early Chalcolithic settlements in Anatolia 
that was almost fully excavated. The settlement fell victim to fire twice, leading to the preservation 
of two main settlements phases - IIA and IIB. Mellaart (1970, 25ff) provided detailed phase plans, 
which suggest a large degree of continuity between these two settlement phases (Figures 5.5 and 
5.6). The basis of both the IIA and IIB settlements was a 36 x 57 m (c. 2000 m2) rectilinear area, 
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enclosed by thick (1.50-3.00 m) mud brick walls.98  The settlement had two main entrances, north 
and south, the north possibly flanked by towers on square stone foundations. The western half of 
the settlement, not so much affected by the first fire, was occupied by buildings used throughout 
phase IIA and IIB. In the western part of the settlement, in contrast, there was a clear distinction 
between the architecture of phases IIA and IIB: during phase IIB, a courtyard was laid out over 
the burnt phase IIA deposits. At the end of phase IIB, the whole settlement burnt down once more,  
after which the Hacılar mound was abandoned for some time.  
The differences between the Western and Eastern Quarter form the foundation of 
Mellaart’s reconstruction of the Hacılar IIA community: he suggested that the “warren of small 
and large domestic courtyards” in the Eastern Quarter was inhabited by poorer families than the 
inhabitants of the well-built houses in the Western Quarter  (Mellaart 1970, 34). Mellaart’s phase 
plans have formed the starting  point for several studies of the spatial organization of the Hacılar 
II settlement (Eslick 1988; Steadman 2004; Umurtak 2011). Eslick (1988, 19-21) and Umurtak 
(2011) emphasized functional differences rather than status differences, regarding the western part 
of the settlement as the living quarters, while the eastern part would have been utilized solely for 
food preparation and crafts.  
The stratigraphic foundations of the phasing and interpretation of the Hacılar II settlement 
have been criticized by several researchers: Düring (2010, 170-2) proposed a reinterpretation of 
the two phase plans provided by Mellaart, in which he suggested that the east and west side of the 
IIA settlement were in fact not contemporary (Düring 2010, 170ff; see also Rosenstock 2010).  
This idea entails that the IIA Eastern Quarter architecture predates the IIA architecture in the 
Western Quarter. Although I do not want to dismiss Mellaart’s stratigraphic observations 
altogether, the fact remains that the excavated eastern and western part of the settlement cannot be 
regarded as a single horizon of occupation, since the Western Quarter was not excavated beyond 
the phase IIB floors. A comparison of house inventories is therefore not very informative for phase 
IIA. I will therefore proceed by discussing the Eastern and Western Quarter separately.  
During phase IIA, Eastern Quarter of the village was occupied by buildings constructed 
out of a combination of mud brick and wattle and daub. Individual house plans are difficult to 
distinguish, since there is uncertainty about roofed and unroofed areas. Still, there are clearly a 
number of continuities with phase VI: houses seem to have had a more or less rectilinear plan, 
with access through the long wall. Interior partitions screened off sections of the house. Domestic 
installations show similarities in form and function with the Late Neolithic, including the 
placement of a raised hearth in front of a flat-topped oven. A building in the northeast corner of 
the settlement was attributed a special function by Mellaart (1970, 35-6): building P1 showed more 
architectural elaboration than other houses in the Eastern Quarter, with several of its walls built 
out of mud brick, sliding doors, several entrances, and plastered posts. The building contained an 
                                                 
 
98 In Mellaart’s reconstruction, the settlement became smaller in phase IIB. 
80 
 
oven, several hearths and a platform, as well as a small side room. Finds included a stone slab and 
special pottery vessels. Furthermore, the building contained the sub-floor graves of an adult and a 
child, as well as the burnt skeleton of an adult male. During phase IIB, the Eastern Quarter had 
seen some modifications: the burnt wattle-and-daub architecture was largely covered by a court 
area in between the ‘Level I cut’ and the eastern enclosure wall, and a new building was built over 
the area of house P1. 
The house plans of the Western Quarter, occupied during phase IIB and perhaps during 
phase IIA, show quite a few dissimilarities to both the houses of the Eastern Quarter and to the 
plans of level VI. The excavated ground floors generally consisted of a main room in the back and 
a smaller ante-room in front. Doorways generally do not align, which means that back rooms were 
not visible from the courtyard. The excavated houses form structural pairs; three such pairs can be 
recognized. All houses were grouped around to an open area, named the West Court. The houses 
often contained hearths, while ovens were less regularly found – but when they were, they were in 
the front room, near the entrance. Mellaart presented clear evidence for the existence of second 
storeys (two layers of finds, the sturdy character of the walls and buttresses, lack of ground floor 
entrances for some rooms – Mellaart 1970, 28-9).  
Although all houses in the Western uarter have a similar plan, there is quite a bit of 
variability between houses, considering size, architectural details, domestic facilities and spatial 
relations. A group of buildings on the south side of the West Court, consisting of rooms Q.1-4, 
yielded fragments of figurines, a large amount of painted pottery, a large hearth, and a niche with 
a stone slab. Architectural features such as a sliding door led Mellaart (1970, 29-30) to suggest 
that this was a shrine. 99 Although this interpretation can be debated, the fact remains that the houses 
on the north side of the court are smaller and did not yield evidence for architectural elaboration.  
In other aspects of the settlement there is evidence for functional differentiation as well. 
Considering the Hacılar II settlement as a whole, there are several new elements compared to the 
Hacılar VI settlement. First, there is more evidence for craft specialization, in the form of a cluster 
of pottery workshops on the east side of the West Court (A1, A2, and B1).100 Second, there is more 
evidence for domestic installations in ‘shared’ open areas, including two ovens on the west side of 
the West Court, and one oven south of the North Court. Third, there is evidence for community-
scale storage facilities in the form of the ‘granary’ (N8); and fourth, the three ‘Court’ areas possibly 
had specialized functions, including animal penning in the South Court and craft activities in the 
North Court. Altogether, it seems that the Hacılar II settlement was a much more ‘integrated’ 
                                                 
 
99 Eslick (1988, 20-1) did not follow Mellaart’s line of reasoning; instead, she proposed that the two shrines were 
essentially domestic spaces.  
100 Evidence includes grinders with traces of pigments, a large amount of pottery (the rooms each yielded different 




settlement than the Hacılar VI settlement, where household units were essentially the scale around 
which most domestic and craft activities were organized.    
Although the Hacılar II settlement seemingly gives the most complete picture imaginable 
of an Early Chalcolithic settlement, there are several open ends which have some implications for 
our interpretation of the local community. First is the question of the phase plans, discussed above; 
second is the question of whether there was just one ‘compound’ at Hacılar, or that there were 
several compounds located in close proximity to one another. The phase IIB plan seems to provide 
a glimpse into architectural remains outside of the compound wall (cf. Düring 2010, 170-1).   
 
 
Figure 5.5. Hacılar: phase IIA plan, with line drawn between the Eastern and Western Quarter. These two areas may 




Figure 5.6. Hacılar: phase IIB plan, with changes in the Eastern Quarter. 
 
The ‘fortress’: levels IA-B 
The Hacılar I settlement consisted of a cluster of mud brick rooms. Walls were thick, and most 
rooms had between one and four large interior buttresses. 101 Twenty-five spaces were excavated, 
and these have variable sizes. The excavated plan can be divided into three zones: the middle part 
consists of narrow rooms (10 and 13), which Mellaart reconstructs as staircases. This area is 
flanked by two blocks of rooms (A and B) which can be interpreted as family dwellings. On the 
east side (B), rooms 19, 25, 20 and 24 are four rooms of equal size. On the west side (A) we find 
a similar situation: rooms 5 and 6 seem to be the lower floors of domestic units, while rooms 1 and 
2, 3 and 12, and 14 and 11 form two-space units. Spaces 7, 8, 17, 21 and 23 can be seen as (semi-
open) courtyards (see Figure 5.7). 
                                                 
 
101 Rosenstock (2010, 25-6) argues that the walls were in fact two thinner walls built against each other, cf. the walls 
of Kuruçay 7, Çatalhöyük West, and Can Hasan. She maintains that she goes against Mellaart’s interpretation here, 
but close reading of Mellaart’s text reveals that he argued for separately built walls as well: “(…) it is evident that the 
great thicknesses of wall[s] separating the rooms suggest that, as at neolithic Çatal Hüyük, this was the result of each 































Figure 5.7. Hacılar: plan of the 
excavated part of the phase I 





Almost all rooms in block A contained raised hearths, benches and platforms, while such 
facilities were not attested in the rooms in block B. It is very likely that most rooms had two floors 
or, alternatively, flat roofs that were used as living spaces: the large buttresses and the thickness 
of the walls suggests that these walls were built to carry second floors.102 Additionally, Mellaart 
reported that the rooms were filled with thick layers of burnt collapse, containing a lot of finds 
(1970, 16, 76), including a relatively large quantity of burnt human bone, which Mellaart regarded 
as the victims of the event that burnt down the fortress (1970, 76).  Only few remains of burnt mud 
brick collapse were found inside the buildings, and the degree of burning suggests that the 
superstructures had a high wood and reed content (1970, 83). Mellaart postulated that the upper 
storeys were the main living areas, and that the excavated lower floors should be seen as 
basements, seasonal living rooms, or workshops. It is therefore possible that domestic installations 
                                                 
 




were located on the second floors as well. On the excavated ground level, there are not many 
entrances: entrances from the area outside of the settlement are found in rooms 9 and 12; entrances 
from the courtyard to the stair houses and (possible) storage rooms via room 7/4; and of the larger 
‘domestic’ rooms, only room 20 has an entrance at ground floor level. Passages between rooms 1 
and 2, 4 and 11, and 3 and 12, show that individual rooms cannot easily be equated with domestic 
units. 
Mellaart recognized a pattern in the way that the rooms were built, and combining this with 
fragmentary wall remains found around the mound, he provided a reconstruction of the entire 
settlement, in which the clustered architecture was built as a continuous chain around the (open) 
center of the mound (1970, 77; see Figure 5.8). Mellaart acknowledged that his reconstruction was 
tentative, and several scholars have subsequently rejected it for lack of sufficient evidence 
(Rosenstock 2010; Düring 2011, 172). Furthermore, Mellaart (1970, 75-84) maintained that the 
building operations of phase I were well-organized, suggesting that they were headed by a ruler, 
supposedly of non-local origin, and he argued that the pottery sequence and radiocarbon dates 
supported a break between settlement phases II and I (1970, 100). Nonetheless, Mellaart 
recognized cultural continuity on a more general level, especially between phases VI and I; he 
hypothesized that the Hacılar II and Hacılar I population had a common ancestor in the Hacılar VI 
culture, but that Hacılar I developed elsewhere in the region and then re-settled the Hacılar site 
after some time of abandonment (1970, 145). Thissen (2010, 272) argued, in line with recalibrated 
radiocarbon dates, that similarities in the water jars and cooking pots suggest that there was no 
drastic cultural discontinuity between Hacılar II and Hacılar I. Other researchers, however, adhere 
to a chronological and cultural break between Hacılar II and I: Schoop (2002) and Çilingiroğlu 
(2009c) proposed that the Kuruçay 11-7 sequence should be placed in this hiatus. 
The destruction of the Hacılar I settlement by fire was followed by a period with evidence 
for informal reoccupation of parts of the mound, called ‘squatter occupation’ by Mellaart. This 
temporary revival of settlement activity on the mound was of short duration: the mound was 












Stratigraphy and phasing 
Kuruçay is located in the Burdur plain, 9 km north of Hacılar. The mound is surrounded by  rocky 
soils, and there are few flat areas around the site. The occupation sequence consisted of several 
main phases: first the LN/EC levels 13-8, with fragmentary architectural remains; next EC level 
7, with multiple excavated buildings. All architectural remains dating to the LN-EC levels were 
poorly preserved: none of the settlement phases was burnt, so only stone wall foundations were 
found. Only in the case of the level 7 houses, some mud brick could be identified. Floor levels 








No architectural remains: ex situ pottery. 
12 3 houses, built out of mud brick on stone foundations. 
11 26 m long enclosure/fortification wall with round ‘towers’ 
10 
Early Chalcolithic 
Poorly preserved architectural remains 
9 2 houses 
8 5 houses, in a fragmentary state. 
Period of abandonment? 









Early Bronze Age 
1 
Table 5.8. Kuruçay: occupation sequence. 
 
The early development of the settlement: levels 12-8 
The architectural sequence as presented by Duru and Umurtak in the final publication (Duru 1994) 
starts in level 12 (Upper and Lower), to which three excavated houses were attributed. Houses 
12.1 and 12.2 represent the earliest phase, while house 12.3 was added in Upper 12 (Figure 5.9). 
This phase is followed by level 11, to which a fortified village is attributed: a 26 m long wall with 
external semi-circular ‘watch towers’ was uncovered. It is argued that the level 11 village fell 
victim to flooding, erosion and landslides, which mainly damaged the north side of the village. 
The internal arrangement of the ‘fortified village’ is therefore only very poorly preserved. The 
following levels 10-8 have yielded evidence for architecture on the south and southeast side of the 
level 11 enclosure wall: several wall fragments and one more or less complete house plan were 
attributed to levels 10 and 9, while five houses are thought to have belonged to level 8.  
The enclosure walls of level 11 present an odd feature among the architectural phases. The 
walls have been described as ‘massive’ and ‘defensive’, but judging from the excavation plans, 
the width of the walls does not deviate from that of ordinary house walls from levels 12 and 8. The 
semi-circular protrusions (two excavated, one reconstructed) have been labeled ‘watch towers’. 
The similarities between these towers and house 12.2 from level 12 are striking.103 The latter, built 
against house 12.1, contained a hearth and numerous grinding stones. The differences between 
levels 12 and 11 lie therefore mainly in the length of the ‘fortification’ wall: where the level 12 
                                                 
 
103 See also Düring 2010, 171.  Duru (2012, 24, n. 21), however, maintains that “it does not seem very likely to us that 
the small room with rounded corners in Kuruçay 12 was in any way similar to the semicircular plan towers/bastions 
of Kuruçay 11”.  
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structures were built as separate houses, the level 11 wall is c. 26 m long and constructed in one 
time. Interestingly however, the entrances to the level 12 houses on the west side of the buildings 
seem to have been closed off in a later phase of these buildings; perhaps this can be seen as some 
kind of prelude to the construction of the continuous wall of level 11. 
 
 
Figure 5.9. Kuruçay: architecture of levels 12-8. Combined view of phase plans from Duru 1994, Plates 10, 15, 19, 




In order to interpret Kuruçay’s architectural remains, we have to turn to the much richer 
data set from Hacılar. As shown above, there is no real consensus about the relative chronology of 
the Hacılar and Kuruçay settlement phases. Following the scenarios presented by Thissen, Schoop 
and Çilingiroğlu, it can however be assumed that Kuruçay 12 is roughly contemporary with Hacılar 
VI. Furthermore, Çilingiroğlu (2009c, 286-287) sees clear similarities between the painted designs 
of Kuruçay 11 and Hacılar V-IV. The architectural evidence of the level 11 fortification is, 
however, often equated with the Hacılar II settlement (e.g. Umurtak 2011).104 Umurtak suggests 
that the fortified village measured c. 30 x 30 m (900 m2), i.e. about half the size of Hacılar II. 
Similarities in the spatial organization of the Hacılar VI and Kuruçay 12-8 villages is the way in 
which houses seem to have been built in pairs, with two houses sometimes forming L-shaped units. 
The rectilinear shape of the houses suggests that these buildings were entered on the long side, 
with interior hearths and ovens opposite the entrance. 
The reliability of the stratigraphic observations regarding the sequencing of Kuruçay’s 
architectural remains is difficult to assess due to the lack of (published) section drawings. Floor 
levels were not found, which means that the elevations of the levels were measured from the wall 
foundations. For the fortification wall of level 11, it is possible that foundations were dug quite 
deep – deeper than those of the preceding architecture. The elevations of the foundations are, 
therefore, not sufficient evidence to suggest that level 11 is older than level 8. 
Kuruçay 8 displays a large degree of similarity to the level 12 village, not only in building 
size and style (rectilinear with mud brick on stone foundations) but also in the orientation of the 
architecture (Figure 5.9). Although there are several places where walls overlap, generally new 
buildings were added within the overall structure of the existing settlement, i.e. following the 
square arrangement with houses having either a N-S or an E-W orientation. In terms of position, 
size and building technique, the level 8 and level 12 houses could theoretically be ascribed to the 
same settlement phase. The elevations of these levels also correspond, although this in itself is not 
sufficient evidence for contemporaneity. It seems possible that the level 11 fortification should be 
placed later in the sequence: this is also suggested by the absence of the north wall of house 8.3, 
which was in this scenario damaged by the construction of the fortification. 
 
Settlement restructuring: level 7 
While the chronological order of the architectural remains from levels 12 to 8 will remain 
undecided, it seems clear that only in level 7 there was a major restructuring of the settlement, as 
well as a significant change in architectural style: the settlement was laid out over the earlier 
building remains, most likely following an episode of leveling. There does not seem to be any 
relationship between the spatial layout of the level 7 settlement and the architecture from previous 
                                                 
 
104 There is again some conflicting terminology here: Duru refers to Kuruçay 11 as ‘Late Neolithic’, while both Hacılar 
IV and II are ‘Early Chalcolithic’. 
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levels (Figure 5.10). Because only the stone foundations of the houses were found, it is unknown 
where the entrances to the houses were (Duru 1994, 100). Floor levels were not preserved, and 
indoor installations such as ovens, bins and hearths were not found either. 
The houses were built of mud brick on stone foundations. Almost all houses were built 
independently: none of the larger buildings share walls. Rooms 2 and 3 may be regarded as one 
building. Building 4 is surrounded by an enclosure wall, which seems to create a small courtyard 
in front of the house. Buildings have an interior floor space between 19.3 and 57.0 m2. The interior 
buttresses suggest contemporaneity to and cultural connections with  Hacılar I – although on the 
basis of pottery, Çilingiroğlu (2009c, 287-8) argued that Kuruçay 7 predated Hacılar I. Duru (1994, 
100-1) argued that  the level 7 houses did not have second storeys, unlike their counterparts in 
Hacılar I. Indeed, narrow rooms (interpreted as staircases at Hacılar) were not found at Kuruçay. 
Rosenstock (2010) pointed out that the Kuruçay 7 architecture does not allow for a reconstruction 





























Kuruçay: plan of 
level 7 in relation 
to the level 12-8 
architecture. Com-
bined view of 
phase plans from 
Duru 1994, Plates 





Stratigraphy and phasing 
The Höyücek mound, partly destroyed by ploughing, had a diameter of around 120 meters and was 
excavated from 4 meters above the plain to 2-2.5 m below the plain, yielding deposits dating 
between the end of the Early Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic periods (see Table 5.9; Duru and 
Umurtak 2005, 157-8). Rarther than devising a stratigraphical system based on a numbered 
sequence of archaeological strata or pottery phases, the excavators chose to name the phases after 
their interpretation of the archaeological remains encountered (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 161). This 
way, the publications speak of an Early Settlements Phase (ESP), a Shrine Phase (Sh.P), a 
Sanctuaries Phase (SP) and a Mixed Accumulation (MA). 
 
Phase Period Description 
Early Settlements Phase 
(ESP) 
Early-Late Neolithic Small soundings, no architectural remains. 4 m thick 
deposit. 
Shrine Phase (Sh.P) Late Neolithic Burnt mud brick architecture. 
Sanctuaries Phase (SP) Late Neolithic-Early 
Chalcolithic 
Three areas with wall fragments and (special) find 
concentrations 
Mixed Accumulation (MA) Early Chalcolithic Disturbed layers on top of the mound, containing EC 
pottery. 
Table 5.9. Höyücek: occupation sequence. 
 
The occupation levels of the ESP were excavated in two small soundings, A (35 m2) and 
B (9 m2), of which only A was excavated unit virgin soil (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 162-4).  
Together the ESP forms a 4 meter thick deposit (from young to old: ESP 1 – 1.70 m; ESP 2 – 1.73 
m; ESP 3 – 1.57 m). The separation between ESP1 and ESP2 was formed by a layer with traces of 
burning. The excavators suggested that people lived in “huts constructed of lightweight materials”, 
but no trace of such structures was found in the deep soundings (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 163-4). 
Architectural remains dating to the SP consisted of five parallel mud brick walls without stone 
foundations, located north of the remains from the Shrine Phase. In three areas, two of them 
associated with the parallel walls, the excavators found floors with groups of finds on them (Figure 
5.13). The lack of cross walls, as well as the sloping surface on which the walls were built, 
combined with the nature of the finds, led the excavators to conclude that the wall fragments were 
the remains of three semi-open ‘sanctuaries’. The excavators suggested that Höyücek functioned 
as a regional sanctuary, drawing worshippers of the ‘Mother Goddess’ from the surrounding area 
(Duru and Umurtak 2005, 173ff). The Mixed Accumulation containted disturbed layers and finds; 
of note is that Early Chalcolithic pottery was encountered, indicating that the mound was 





The architecture of the Shrine Phase (Sh.P) 
The main architectural evidence comes from Höyücek’s ‘Shrine Phase’ (Sh.P), which is roughly 
contemporary to Hacılar VI. The excavators distinguished two subphases of this stage of the 
settlement. The five buildings excavated were built out of mud brick without stone foundations 
and have variable sizes (Figure 5.11). Buildings 1 and 2 date to the earlier subphase of the Sh.P., 
and due to their poor preservation, there is some uncertainty about their size and indoor 
furnishings, although they seem to have included indoor ovens, hearths, and storage bins. 
Buildings 3, 4 and 5 were destroyed by fire at the end of the second subphase, leading to good 
preservation of interior arrangements and find assemblages.  
Buildings 3 and 5 are both relatively large, with internal floor surfaces of c. 42 and 60 m2 
respectively. They are separated by building 4, a smaller building consisting of two rooms. The 
southern room contained five built-in silos with charred archaeobotanical remains (Martinoli and 
Nesbitt 2003) , while the northern room contained a stairwell, as well as a range of finds. The 
presence of storage bins and other domestic installations outside of the buildings suggests that 
some of these areas were covered by light roofs. The position of outdoor storage and work areas, 
including a grinding installation, close to the entrances to building 3 perhaps allows for suggesting 
similar ‘kitchen-extensions’ as found at Hacılar VI. 
As the label ‘Shrine Phase’ already indicates, the excavators have very specific ideas about 
the functions of the buildings excavated (Duru and Umurtak 2005, 171). Building 3 is interpreted 
as a ‘temple’, which was connected to smaller building  4, which is considered an ‘adyton’ - the 
most sacred place of the temple complex.  In this small room, a large number of finds are taken to 
indicate an unusual function: horns, knuckle bones, jaw bones, pottery vessels and marble bowls, 
as well as thousands of silex blades were found. Building 5, a large building with walls built tightly 
against those of the ‘adyton’, is regarded as the house of “those with duties in the temple” (Duru 
and Umurtak 2005, 171). Its interior was poorly preserved, so there are no finds that can 
substantiate this claim. Overall, it is clear from the installations in buildings 3, 4 and 5 that regular 
‘domestic’ activities took place in these buildings as well. The interpretation of these buildings, 







Figure 5.11. Höyücek: combined plan of the Sh.P architecture and the SP ‘sanctuaries’. After Duru and Umurtak 







Stratigraphy and phasing 
Covered by an EBAII settlement (Duru and Umurtak 2011), Neolithic levels were reached in 
trench A, located on the northern edge of the mound (Duru 2002a). Most architectural evidence 
uncovered in the central section of trench A is attributed to the ENII period. ENII is further 
subdivided into 5 periods – 4B to 1. Although ENI phases 9 to 5 were only excavated in small 
soundings, there is no evidence for stratigraphic discontinuity between ENI and ENII. After the 
ENII period,  there was most likely a short interruption in the occupation of the site, this was 






Period Phase Size of exc. area 
(m2) 
Description 
Early Neolithic ENI.9 50 Excavated in deep sounding. 
ENI.8 50 Excavated in deep sounding. Fragments of red painted 
plaster floor. 
ENI.7 120 Excavated in deep soundings. 
ENI.6 120 Excavated in deep soundings. 
ENI.5 120 Excavated in deep soundings. 
Late Neolithic ENII.4 N/A Sequence of 3 mud brick houses excavated. 
ENII.3 1500 9 (contemporary?) burnt mud brick houses excavated. 
ENII.2 1500 6 (contemporary?) burnt mud brick houses excavated. 
ENII.1 N/A Poorly preserved remains. 
Early Chalcolithic HIATUS? 
LN/EC N/A No contextual information; painted wares were found 
out of context. 
Middle Chalcolithic HIATUS 
Late Chalcolithic ? ? Poorly preserved remains. 
Early Bronze Age EBA.1-3 15000 Walled oval-shaped settlement, extensively excavated. 
Middle Bronze Age MBA.1-2 ? Poorly preserved. 
Table 5.10. Bademağacı: occupation sequence. 
 
The Early Neolithic settlements, ENI.9 – ENI.5 (c. 7000-6500 BCE) 
The ENI phase at Bademağacı consists of five settlement phases (ENI-9 – ENI-5, c. 7000/6800-
6500 BCE), which were excavated in soundings DA1 and DA2. Most finds from these earliest 
settlement levels are confined to pottery. For lack of clear architectural remains, the excavators 
suggested that dwellings were built in a wattle and daub technique (Duru and Umurtak 2010; Duru 
2012).  In DA1, remains of a lime plaster floor with traces of paint were found at level ENI-8, and 
Duru equated this with the red plaster floors found at ‘aceramic’ Hacılar (2012, 22). The 
similarities in the technical aspects of these floors (a layer of pebbles covered by sand and lime, 
painted red and burnished) constitute Duru’s main reason for suggesting contemporaneity between 
Bademağacı ENI and Aceramic Hacılar. 
 
The Late Neolithic settlements, ENII.4 – ENII.2 (c. 6500/6400-6200 BCE)  
While phases 4A and 4B are represented by one house each, phase ENII-3 yielded nine well-
preserved burnt houses (Figure 5.12). In these early ENII phases, houses were generally free-
standing, one-room dwellings with interior floor surfaces of between 16 and 25 m2. Walls were 
built of mud bricks without stone foundations and had rounded corners. Some of the walls showed 
evidence for mud plastering, especially on the inner wall faces. Wood was scarcely used: only a 
few examples of wooden thresholds were found, while evidence for the use of posts is lacking 
(Umurtak 2000, 684). The entrance was invariably on the long side of the house; most houses had 
entrances on the SSW side, apart from the three houses built in a row (2-3-4), which opened to the 
94 
 
west. Two of the houses had more than one entrance: house 2 had a side entrance, and house 1 had 
a second entrance on the south side of the building. The excavators think that these entrances were 
closed off during a later phase (Umurtak 2000, 684-5). Interior arrangements included ovens 
located on the long wall opposite the entrance, which is reminiscent of the interior arrangement of 
the Hacılar VI houses. Further features included ash pits located in front of the ovens, and 
platforms and benches along one or more of the walls (houses 1, 2, and 8), as well as grinding 
installations. The find assemblage for the well-preserved house 8 included several stones axes, 
pottery jars, and some bone tools (Duru and Umurtak 2010). Further excavated features for this 
settlement phase consist of storage bins, apparently located in open settlement space in between 
(groups of) houses – kitchen extension in the style of Hacılar VI were not found.  
The following phase ENII-2 yielded evidence for the continuation of the building traditions 
of phases ENII-4 and ENII-3, with single-room freestanding houses with interior ovens – three of 
these houses were excavated (buildings 1, 2, and 6). An unusual building of close to 80 m2 in size, 
published by Duru and Umurtak (2008, 220) and discussed in detail by Umurtak (2008), consisted 
of three rooms with interior passages, which suggests that these rooms together formed an 
architectural unit. Umurtak interprets these rooms as a living room (3), a storage room (4) and a 
work room (5).  While this suggests a domestic function of this building, Umurtak interprets some 
unusual finds from all three rooms as evidence for a special function of this building in the 
settlement. She draws a comparison between this building and the ‘Shrine’ of Höyücek, which 
also contained both a ‘living room’ and a ‘storage room’. 
From a functional point of view, the special position of building 3-4-5 is highlighted by the 
capacity of its storage facilities: room 4 contained a total of 13 fixed storage bins, with an estimated 
capacity of close to 6000 kg of wheat (Umurtak 2007). Although not all silos may have been used 
optimally and actual archaeobotanical evidence for their use as storage containers is lacking, this 
suggests that this storage facility potentially exceeded the annual needs of a single family (750-
1000 kg of wheat). It therefore seems that the tendency to pool resources, recognized at Hacılar II, 









Figure 5.12. Bademağacı: plan of phases ENII.4-2 in Trench A, with deep soundings DA1 and DA2.  Based on Duru 
and Umurtak 2008, Plate 4 and Duru 2002, Plate 3. 
 
Early Chalcolithic at Bademağacı 
Not much has been published yet on the Early Chalcolithic remains from Bademağacı. From 
preliminary reports, it seems that after the fire that destroyed the Late Neolithic ENII settlement 
around 6100/6000 BCE, there was a certain degree of discontinuity in the habitation of the mound. 
Whether this constituted a hiatus of some length, or that the mound was quickly reoccupied, 
remains unknown. What is clear, is that the Early Chalcolithic occupation, dated to the early 6th 
millennium, lasted until 5800/5700 BCE (Duru and Umurtak 2010). Finds include painted wares, 




5.4 Synthesis and discussion 
5.4.1 The development of Neolithic communities in the Lake District: a comparative view 
Introduction 
The Hacılar, Bademağacı, Höyücek and Kuruçay settlements together provide a composite view 
on the character and development of Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic communities in the Lake 
District. Exact synchronization of the excavated settlement phases cannot be achieved at present, 
and an additional problem is formed by the fact that the sites yielded unequal amounts of 
architectural evidence for each subphase. Still, I think it is warranted to reconstruct several stages 
in the development of architecture, settlement layout and settlement patterns, drawing on the 
combined evidence from the excavations and the field surveys. Although the main argument will 
be based on the settlement evidence, other types of data will be discussed in order to gain a richer 
view on the habitation history of the region. In the following, I will distinguish four stages in the 
development of Neolithic habitation, which are each characterized by different signatures 
regarding architectural practices, the spatial organization of settlements, the ‘social fabric’ of local 
communities, and the regional settlement pattern. Next, the relationship between these four stages 
will be further discussed (4.2 and 4.3), in order to gain insight into the relationship between short-
term patterns and the long-term habitation history of the region. 
 
Early Neolithic and the beginning of the Late Neolithic: 7000/6700-6400 BCE 
There is a considerable time lag between the earliest evidence for Neolithic occupation in the Lake 
District and the earliest extensively excavated architecture. The deep soundings at Bademağacı 
and Höyücek show that these mounds contain thick occupation deposits predating the extensively 
excavated Late Neolithic architecture. The interpretation of these finds is not straightforward, and 
needs to take into consideration that these settlement remains are not necessarily contemporary – 
the ESP at Höyücek probably largely dates to the beginning of the Late Neolithic (c. 6450-6200 
BCE), while the ENI at Bademağacı is of Early Neolithic date (c. 6800-6400 BCE). The suggestion 
that these early settlements were characterized by wattle and daub architecture (Duru 2012) cannot 
be substantiated, but it seems plausible that lighter constructions were used, as Mellaart (1970, 9-
10) suggested for Hacılar IX-VIII. 
Among the evidence for pre-Late Neolithic occupation in the Lake District, Aceramic 
Hacılar presents the odd one out, with its mud brick (or mud slab?) walls and domestic facilities 
such as ovens, hearths, and bins found in open courtyards rather than in houses. Recent evidence 
from Girmeler (Takaoğlu et al. 2014) suggests that earlier ideas about the aceramic date of these 
occupation phases may not be unrealistic after all. This means that the initial habitation of the Lake 
District may predate the 7th millennium, and that there was a break between this stage and the later 
development of the Neolithic in the region during the 7th millennium. This would suggest that 
rather than the product of an initial dispersal of the Neolithic from Central Anatolia to the west, 
the Lake District was a region with older connections to the ‘core areas’ of the Neolithic. Although 
it is possible that this initial stage was essentially unsuccessful, as it did not immediately develop 
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into the long-term occupation of the region, it begs the question of how this earliest stratum of 
occupation determined the later, more substantial, colonization of the region. 
   
Late Neolithic settlements: 6400-6100/6000 BCE  
The settlements of Hacılar VI, Höyücek Sh.P., Bademağacı ENII.3-2 and (perhaps) Kuruçay 12 
can be grouped together as representing Late Neolithic settlement in the Lake District, all dating 
to the last quarter of the 7th millennium. This stage has yielded a relatively large number of burnt 
houses, with rich material culture assemblages. Uncertainty about the causes of these fires prevents 
a clear understanding of the representation of these find assemblages. The excavation of both burnt 
storage bins filled with stored crops (at Höyücek Sh.P and Hacılar VI), and bins totally clean and 
devoid of charred botanical remains (at Bademağacı ENII-3 and ENII-2) could be interpreted as 
evidence for the season in which the fire took place (cf. Umurtak 2007), but could also be explained 
as a difference in the intentionality of the fire: while some burnt houses were found quite clean, 
allowing for the possibility of intentional destruction, others were found with large find 
assemblages, or even with burnt skeletons (Bademağacı ENII-3, house 8).  
Considering the size of these Late Neolithic communities, Mellaart (1970) drew a 
hypothetical plan of the entire Hacılar VI village, reconstructing two phases consisting of 29 and 
32 houses respectively, in a built-up area of c. 5500 m2 (see Figure 5.13). For Bademağacı ENII.3, 
with nine houses excavated in an area of c. 1500 m2, it seems plausible that the settlement 
contained several tens of houses as well. If the Höyücek settlement was in any way comparable, 
we are only looking at a fraction of the settlement. With settlements consisting of 20-30 houses, 



















Figure 5.13. Hacılar: Mellaart’s reconstruction 
of the phase VI village (excavated buildings in 




A comparative perspective shows evident similarities between the excavated Late 
Neolithic settlements in terms of architectural techniques and spatial organization. Considering 
house construction, Umurtak (2000) sees the emergence of a distinct regional architectural 
tradition: at Hacılar VI and Bademağacı ENII-4-3, and Höyücek Sh.P., houses are generally 
rectilinear with entrances in one of the long walls.105 The house interiors sometimes show evidence 
for the internal subdivision of space, with screens at Hacılar VI and Höyücek Sh.P., and a two-
room structure at Bademağacı ENII-3. Houses generally have their own walls, but there are several 
examples of structures sharing walls, especially at Hacılar. Other elements of the architectural 
repertoire attested at all sites is the use of mudbrick, with or without stone foundations, entrances 
with door arrangements and  wooden thresholds, and the use of large upright posts on the long axis 
of the building.  
Primary domestic functions such as food preparation and storage are attested in basically 
every house from this phase. Especially in case of good preservation, houses seem well-equipped 
with flat-topped ovens, raised hearths, fixed storage bins, grinding facilities, clay platforms, and 
work tables. The ‘kitchen extensions’ found at Hacılar VI are not exactly paralleled at Bademağacı 
ENII, but here we do see the occurrence of some storage containers outside of the houses of ENII.3, 
as well as outdoor storage and grinding facilities during ENII.2. At Höyücek’s ShP, the work and 
storage areas south and west of Building 3 suggest similar arrangements. Although installations 
related to food preparation and storage were found inside houses as well, it seems that food 
preparation activities were increasingly moved out of the ‘living room’ area during the later stages 
of the Late Neolithic. Altogether, these houses and their inventories show a strong concept of the 
house as a domestic unit, with houses representing more or less equal units of social organization. 
Zooming in on the four excavated settlements, differences become apparent as well. The 
sizes of Late Neolithic houses show both inter and intra-site variability (Table 5.11). The buildings 
at Höyücek Sh.P and Hacılar VI are significantly larger than those found at Bademağacı ENII: the 
interior floor surface at Hacılar VI is 40-60 m2, while the houses of Bademağacı ENII.3 were less 
than half of this size (18-22 m2). Perhaps this can be attributed to a chronological difference 
between Hacılar VI and Bademağacı ENII.4-2, although at Bademağacı, earlier houses are not 
necessarily smaller than later houses. Intra-site variability in house size is most evident at Hacılar 
and Höyücek, with building sizes ranging between 25 and 65 m2. This size variability can be 
explained in several ways. First, differences in size may attest differences in household 
composition.106 Second, they may indicate differences in the age of buildings: at Hacılar, there is 
                                                 
 
105 The excavation plans seem to show diachronic changes in wall construction: straight corners at Hacılar VI and 
Höyücek Sh.P. versus rounded corners at Bademağacı ENII.3, which became more angular in phase ENII.2. 
106 The only direct evidence for what a household unit may have looked like is provided by the burnt house 8 from 
Bademağacı ENII, containing the burnt skeletons of one adult male, three (young) women and several children, 




some evidence for the addition of smaller buildings to an original settlement plan of larger 
buildings. And lastly, size differences may indicate differences in function or status.  
 







Bademağacı ENII.4 2 19 18 20 
Bademağacı ENII.3 9 19.2 13.7 25.7 
Bademağacı ENII.2 2 16.6 15.2 18.0 
Hacılar VI 10 41.5 28.5 66 
Höyücek Sh.P. 5 38.2 22 60 
Kuruçay 12 2 33.8 26.0 41.6 
Table 5.11. Lake District: interior building size compared. 
 
The straightforward relationship between domestic units and discrete houses is challenged 
by several composite buildings and room agglomerations. The three-room building at Bademağacı 
ENII.2 and the ‘temple’ complex at Höyücek Sh.P. both represent such composite structures, in 
which the combination of several spaces together seems to form a functional unity. Nonetheless, 
at these settlements, ‘traditional’ family houses existed as well, which emphasizes the alternative 
organization of these building clusters, and suggests that such building complexes may have had 
a communal function. Indeed, some form of communal storage seems to be associated with these 
multi-room buildings (Umurtak 2007). For Kuruçay 12, Steadman (2004, 531-2) proposed that 
Buildings 1, 2, and 3 together represented an “economically cooperating extended family 
household”, with discrete functions for the three excavated spaces: Building 1 for food preparation 
and bread baking, Building 2 for food processing, and Building 3 for sleeping. The problem with 
this interpretation is that overall, the house interiors of the Kuruçay 12 buildings were very poorly 
preserved. The distribution of household activities over more than one building has not been 
attested at Hacılar VI and Bademağacı ENII.3, although at Hacılar, the positioning of houses in L-
shaped units may attest close relationships between neighboring households.  
While the burnt Late Neolithic settlement plans can be regarded as a still-life, they also 
contain information about the diachronic development of these settlements. At Hacılar VI, the 
structure of the agglomerated architecture suggests a distinction between primary and secondary 
domestic units. This could be interpreted as evidence for community growth (cf. Steadman 2000), 
as well as for the long use of at least some of the buildings in the settlement. At Bademağacı ENII-
3, House 4 seems to have been a freestanding structure initially, to which House 3 was added later; 
at Kuruçay 12, house 12.2 was added to house 12.1. These kind of patterns may indicate close 
relationships between households, and perhaps some kind of dependency or offspring relation. 
Still, at Bademağacı and Hacılar, all house units contained similar domestic facilities, while access 
patterns and the presence of outdoor storage facilities at Bademağacı and Höyücek may indicate 
shared use of outdoor areas by a number of related households. Cooperative relationships between 
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households, therefore, do not seems to have been very formalized, i.e., apart from storage, there is 
no immediate evidence for the distribution of household activities over multiple domestic units. 
   
Compound communities during the Early Chalcolithic (6000-5800 BCE)? 
The next developmental stage is represented by the ‘compound’ settlement of Hacılar II. This type 
of settlement organization, with buildings arranged around a (shared) courtyard space, perhaps 
finds a parallel in Kuruçay 11, although the poor preservation of the latter does not permit a 
detailed discussion. At Hacılar II, this type of settlement organization seems to be related to 
evidence for the increasingly collective organization of production, storage, and ritual. 
Furthermore, the size of this compound community seems to have been restricted. The question is, 
therefore, whether this compound represented the entire local community, or that several 
compounds were located in close proximity to one another (cf. Düring 2010, 170). 
Beside changes in community organization, there are changes in architectural techniques 
and house form: there is clear evidence for two-storey buildings at Hacılar II, and the construction 
of interior buttresses was accompanied by a reduction of the number of large posts. Houses now 
had front and back rooms and were entered through the short wall instead of the long wall. The 
demarcation of domestic units, which seemed pretty straightforward in the Late Neolithic 
settlements, becomes much more difficult in the Early Chalcolithic. One reason is that with the 
evidence for two-storey architecture, there is much less insight in the total area and spatial 
organization of house units – it is, for example, possible that multiple households inhabited these 
two-storey buildings. Furthermore, the agglomeration of architecture at Hacılar II makes the 
distinction between multi-room dwellings and neighboring houses more difficult. A conclusion 
that can be proposed is that the increasing difficulty with which domestic units can be defined 
archaeologically is, in fact, reflective of the closer integration of domestic units during the Early 
Chalcolithic: evidence for craft specialization, the use of shared ovens and storage facilities, the 
division of the settlement into distinct quarters, and perhaps the use of a special building for 
community rituals, suggests a high level of supra-household cooperation and control at Hacılar II.  
The question is whether the settlement of Hacılar II should be seen as representative of 
Early Chalcolithic communities in the Lake District, or that it held a special position within a more 
diversified settlement system. Eslick (1988) suggested that Hacılar II was a (ceremonial) center, 
and that the evidence for craft specialization, large-scale storage, well-built living quarters, ritual 
spaces, and the thick enclosure walls that protected this relatively small settlement, together 
indicate that the site did not only serve the needs of those families inhabiting it. The problem is 
that although the survey evidence indicates an increase in settlements and a reduction of inter-
settlement distance, there is insufficient excavated settlement data from contemporary sites on 
which an argument about inter-settlement variability can be built. Kuruçay 11 was very poorly 
preserved, and at Kuruçay 8, which probably post-dates Hacılar II (Schoop 2002; Ç. Çilingiroğlu 




The last stage of the Early Chalcolithic: 5800-5700 BCE 
The architecture and settlement organization of the developed Early Chalcolithic, represented by 
Hacılar I and Kuruçay 7, reveals several changes during this period. First, in the local histories of 
the Hacılar and Kuruçay settlements, this phase represents discontinuity in terms of settlement 
layout, orientation, and building traditions. Second, there are indications for changes in social 
organization, including the planned character of these building operations (cf. Mellaart 1970, 77), 
evidence for the distribution of domestic functions over both domestic and communal areas, and 
the fortified character of especially the Hacılar I settlement. The spatial structure of the Hacılar I 
architecture suggest the subdivision of the local community in several clusters, which would mean 
an additional level of social organization between the household and the community at large.  
The buttressed architecture of this phase is also found at several sites in Central Anatolia, 
including Çatalhöyük West and Canhasan. On the basis of these similarities, the influx of 
populations originating in Central Anatolia can be proposed. Weighing in more variables, a certain 
level of continuity from the beginning of the Early Chalcolithic in the Lake District can be 
recognized as well: the material culture repertoire did not change significantly, although there are 
clear stylistic changes in the pottery (Mellaart 1970, 130ff). The dating of Kuruçay 7 during the 
hiatus between Hacılar II and Hacılar I, and the general similarities in architectural practices 
between Hacılar I and Kuruçay 7, indicate that the ‘new population’ was already present in the 
region before the construction of Hacılar I. A more gradual process can therefore be proposed, 
with the intensification of contact between the Lake District and Central Anatolia during the Early 
Chalcolithic (cf. Düring 2013).107 
While the local histories of Hacılar and Kuruçay clearly show a discontinuous settlement 
sequence, the regional picture is less conclusive. Discontinuity in settlement histories during the 
Early Chalcolithic is not reflected in the survey evidence, due to the fact that all evidence for 
painted pottery is generally grouped under ‘Early Chalcolithic’. What is clear is that the stage of 
Kuruçay 7 and Hacılar I was of relatively short duration, and that it was followed by a long period 
of regional depopulation. 
 
5.4.2 Social organization and complexity: local and regional processes of change 
Presented diachronically, the architectural and settlement evidence provides insights into the 
changing social fabric of Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic communities in the Lake District. 
Indeed, several researchers have used the Lake District data for reconstructing a general process 
of increasing social complexity: Eslick (1988) and Vanhaverbeke and Waelkens (2005) interpreted 
the settlement evidence as representing the early stages of a transition from egalitarian to stratified 
societies. This development is placed within a much larger chronological framework than is 
presented here: both studies included Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age settlements, and 
                                                 
 
107 See 11.2.2 for further discussion of inter-regional connections in Early Chalcolithic Anatolia. 
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Eslick placed the first clear evidence for social stratification in the Late Chalcolithic. 
Vanhaverbeke and Waelkens (2005) focused specifically on settlement in the Burdur plain from 
the Neolithic to the Early Bronze Age, and they suggested that Hacılar shows evidence for a 
development of a tribal organization during the Late Neolithic (Hacılar IX-VI) to a simple 
chiefdom in the Early Chalcolithic (Hacılar II and I). Indications for social hierarchy were sought 
in the scale of the community, centralized storage, evidence for communal building activity, and 
the role of Hacılar within a settlement system. Since only the evidence from the Burder plain was 
taken into account, the sample size is very small, with only three settlements dating to the LN-EC 
periods.  
One of the problems with such a long-term interpretive framework is that the Lake District 
displays cultural discontinuity between the Early Chalcolithic and the Late Chalcolithic (Düring 
2011). Any reconstruction of processes of social change from the earliest farming habitation to 
later prehistory needs to take into consideration that insight into Neolithic and Chalcolithic 
habitation practices and settlement patterns is largely restricted to the late 7th and early 6th 
millennium. Forging a direct socio-evolutionary connection between Early Chalcolithic and Late 
Chalcolithic habitation practices and social organization brushes over almost two millennia for 
which there no evidence for habitation at all. 
Focusing now on indications for social change during the Late Neolithic and Early 
Chalcolithic, on the local scale, there is no evidence for the linear growth of local communities: 
evidence for ‘crowding’, a strategy of building ever denser architecture in order to allow higher 
population densities on mounds (Steadman 2000) is not conclusive: obviously, the settlements of 
Hacılar I and Kuruçay 7 consisted of agglomerated rooms, possibly with second storeys, which 
made it possible to have quite compact settlements. Still, it is not known whether this facilitated 
the growth of the local population: the building of second storeys may also have led to functional 
differentiation between sections of the house, without any increase in the size of domestic groups. 
Indeed, Mellaart’s reconstructions of the subsequent phases of Hacılar do not suggest a growth of 
the local community over the centuries; to the contrary, the level II community is thought to have 
been smaller than the level VI community (Mellaart 1970, 37).108 Even if the Hacılar II settlement 
was one of multiple compounds, this means a reduction of the group of people sharing daily life 
in the context of the settlement. Assuming that demographic growth took place in the Late 
Neolithic Lake District, the non-growth of local communities means that this growth had to be 
dealt with in other ways. The most obvious scenario is that of the foundation of new settlements 
in the region through the fission of local communities. The survey evidence supports such a 
scenario (see 2.3). A by-product may have been the formation of networks of related village 
communities. Social relationships between ‘old’ villages and newer daughter communities, can be 
                                                 
 
108 See also see also Eslick 1988 and Umurtak 2011, who propose even smaller sizes for the Hacılar II community: 50 
and 60-70 inhabitants respectively. 
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a way to understand interdependencies and alliances on a regional, and perhaps even an inter-
regional, scale.  
This dense settlement pattern may have also been one of the push factors behind the 
diversification of habitation practices. On the basis of changes in animal bone assemblages at 
Bademağacı, De Cupere et al. (2008) argued for changes in herding strategies towards the end of 
the 7th millennium: in the course of the Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic there was an increase 
in the relative amount of cattle, at the expense of sheep and goat. This is thought to have created 
competition for grazing areas close to the settlement (in the plain) between cattle and sheep/goat, 
with the latter then pushed to the mountains for grazing. It has to be noted that the more 
mountainous areas of the Lake District have only been explored to a very limited degree. Evidence 
for specialized herding in the form of smaller upland sites is therefore lacking. Still, animal 
exploitation patterns provide indirect evidence for specialization through different herding 
strategies, which may have been coupled with changes in habitation practices and the move to non-
plain zones of the landscape. 
An architectural perspective on changing intra-community relations is provided by the 
gradual distinction between household life cycles and the life cycles of architecture: the indications 
for settlement planning, communal construction, and the lengthening of house life cycles meant 
that the life cycles of households and the life cycles of houses and settlements started to diverge. 
The durability of Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic architecture meant that these structures 
could be used over long periods of time, and that they could accommodate households of changing 
composition, perhaps for longer than a generation. Basically, there was a general shift from the 
Late Neolithic Bademağacı ENII pattern, with the replacement of individual, freestanding houses, 
to  the settlements of Hacılar II and I, where the whole settlement plan seems pre-conceived and 
was laid out more or less in one time. Essentially, this may have meant a shift from household-
scale construction of houses to communal site planning of settlements and houses that were built 
to last – even though these settlements did not always fulfill their potential, due to the fires that 
destroyed them. 
 
5.4.3 Habitation sequences in the Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic Lake District: between 
strategy and cultural (dis)continuity 
The documented settlement sequences in the Lake District are punctuated by extensively 
excavated burnt settlement phases. This means that the gradual development of settlements, both 
on the level of houses and on the level of the settlement as a whole, is often not clearly understood. 
At Hacılar, the abundant architectural evidence from phase VI has prevented large-scale exposure 
of earlier settlement phases IX-VIII; the phases between Late Neolithic phase VI and Early 
Chalcolithic phase II were hardly excavated. Together, this provides an image of sudden change 
rather than  of gradual development between  phases VI and II. At Bademağacı and Höyücek, the 
earliest phases were only investigated by means of small soundings, while the Early Chalcolithic 
stages of these settlements did not yield clear settlement remains. We are therefore left with an 
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image of the ‘mature’ Late Neolithic, and lack insight into the formation and further development 
of these settlements.  
In order to investigate whether our insight in settlement sequences is mainly guided by the 
available data, or that the available data are in fact representative of the diachronic development 
of habitation, various perspectives have to be explored and compared. On the one hand, the case 
for general continuity between the first half of the 7th millennium until c. 5700 BCE can be made 
on the basis of the evidence for the (more or less) continuous occupation of settlement locations 
and the gradual development of material culture characteristics. Hacılar presents an uninterrupted 
sequence from IX to VI (200-350 years) and both Schoop (2002) and Thissen (2010) argue that 
after the burning of the VI village, there was immediate continuity into the V-II period. Altogether 
this would constitute 350 to 450 years of continuous occupation. Höyücek’s ESP and Sh.P form 
an unbroken development of c. 300 years (c. 6400-6100 BCE), separated by a hiatus from the SP. 
At Bademağacı, phases ENI-9 to ENII-1 form a (possibly) continuous sequence of almost a 
millennium. In the regional context, this evidence for the long-term occupation of mounds is 
confirmed by the increasing settlement density in the region. On the other hand, a case for 
discontinuity between Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic can be made on the basis of the 
evidence for settlement destructions around 6100 BCE, followed by a period with no or limited 
evidence for the occupation of our key sites. Hacılar VI, Höyücek Sh.P., and Bademağacı ENII.2 
were destroyed by fire, which could attest general unrest in the region around the end of the 7th 
millennium.  
Indeed, Clare et al. (2008) interpret these Late Neolithic conflagrations as indications for 
warfare, triggered by a combination of demographic pressure and environmental deterioration 
caused by climate change, which resulted in competition for increasingly scarce resources. 
Additional archaeological indicators for warfare include cases of violent death (Erdal and Erdal 
2012), and weaponry – primarily sling pellets. For the Early Chalcolithic, Clare et al. point at the 
(supposedly) defensive structures of Hacılar II and Kuruçay 11, as well as to the continued 
evidence for burnt settlements.109 Clare et al. suggest that additional evidence for this scenario is 
provided by the inter-regional settlement pattern: on the scale of Southwestern Anatolia, settlement 
concentrations are thought to form clusters, separated from other clusters by ‘no-man’s-land’. In 
this interpretation of spatial patterning, the Western Lake District is seen as one cluster, the ‘Burdur 
Group’, as opposed to the ‘Konya Group’ in South Central Anatolia and the ‘Beyşehir Group’ 
around the Beyşehir Lake. This scale of analysis may mistake patterning due to regional research 
traditions for prehistoric clustering. Furthermore, this large scale suggests the absence of intra-
regional violence between neighboring communities – rather attributing conflagrations to warfare 
between distant settlement clusters. 
                                                 
 
109 Düring (2010, 171) questioned this interpretation. He argued that the thick walls of Kuruçay were not necessarily 




Clare et al.’s perspective on inter-group conflict touches upon two interrelated subjects. 
First, it makes us return to the question of the supra-local organization of Neolithic communities: 
to what extent did local communities operate autonomously, and to what extent were they 
politically integrated in larger networks of communities, perhaps even in ‘early tribal structures’ 
(Vanhaverbeke and Waelkens 2005)? For the Late Neolithic, the setting of the first wave of 
conflagrations, general homogeneity in material culture and the distribution of rare or ‘exotic’ 
resources (e.g. at Hacılar VI: Mellaart 1961, 46) suggest both close interrelations between 
neighbors and long-distance contacts. Furthermore, Duru and Umurtak have suggested subsistence 
interdependency between communities (Duru 1994, 2012; Umurtak 2011). Still, the character of 
individual Late Neolithic communities shows local variability, both in terms of material culture 
assemblages (e.g. figurines), in architecture, and in the spatial organization of the settlement. It 
seems reasonable to suppose that communities in the Lake District interacted regularly and that 
people moved between communities, but that the level of social organization formally did not go 
beyond the level of the local community. Second, the question is whether the idea of conflict 
towards the end of the 7th millennium can be integrated into the patterns of continuity and change 
in habitation practices during the Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic identified above. Can 
changes in architecture and settlement organization following conflagration be seen as a violent 
overtake of a settlement in ruins? Or can indications for changes in social organization during the 
Early Chalcolithic be seen as a response of local communities to hostile environments?  
Despite the discontinuous picture provided by the analysis of the local scale, the regional 
scale nuances the idea of a region in crisis. The timeframe of the 8.2 kyr climatic event, which 
should be placed between 6600 and 6000 BCE (Weninger et al. 2014), coincides with the 
appearance and gradual increase of Neolithic settlements in the Lake District, and this situation 
persisted until after the end of the event. It is only after c. 5700 that evidence for human occupation 
wanes. Although climate change was no doubt crucial for the availability of resources, ‘climate-




The habitation history of the Southwest Anatolian Lake District shows a period of considerable 
settlement continuity, both on the local and on the regional scale, between the early 7th millennium 
and the end of the Early Chalcolithic. On the regional scale, there seems to have been a steady 
growth in the number of settlements in the course of the 7th millennium, resulting in a quite densely 
settled landscape at the beginning of the 6th millennium. This pattern can be linked to a scenario 
of decreasing distance between neighboring settlements, rather than to sequential settlement 
relocations.  
Although architectural evidence for the Early Neolithic period is scarce, it is possible to 
state that on a local scale, place continuity was paired with increasing monumentality and 
durability towards the end of the 7th millennium. The relative uniformity of household units in the 
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Late Neolithic suggests that domestic units were egalitarian and self-reliant: each housing unit 
contained similar domestic facilities, and there is not a lot of evidence for domestic functions 
systematically represented in outdoor areas. During the Early Chalcolithic, local continuity of 
occupation was paired with changes in architecture and social organization, as there is increasing 
evidence for communal construction and settlement planning, as well as economic cooperation 
between households. 
Local settlement sequences showed that despite overall continuity between the 7th and 6th 
millennium, the early 6th millennium was marked by three periods of discontinuity in settlement 
sequences. First is the hiatus between Late Neolithic settlements of Hacılar VI, Höyücek Sh.P., 
and Bademağacı ENII.2-1, and the Early Chalcolithic settlement layers at these sites. Next is a 
hiatus between Hacılar II and I, and a similar hiatus between Kuruçay 8 and 7, associated with 
major changes in settlement layout. Third is the long period of depopulation starting with the 
destruction of Hacılar I and Kuruçay 7. Although these destructions may have not been exactly 
contemporary, they both mark the abandonment of these sites and of the region as a whole. 
While general patterns in the development of settlement density, settlement layout and 
architecture, and its relation to the practices and histories of Neolithic populations, can be distilled, 
limitations to understanding the regional habitation history are posed by the uneven distribution of 
architecture and settlement. Especially the period 7000-6300 BCE yielded little insight into the 
layout of settlements and the associated regional settlement patterns. The sequence of Bademağacı 
ENI, once fully published, will be crucial for understanding the early development of material 
culture and Neolithic economies in the Lake District. Another subject awaiting further publication 
is the end of the Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic sequence. Understanding the more or less 
synchronous abandonment of settlements around 5700 BCE is hindered by the poor preservation 
of the last occupation phases of Höyücek and Bademaǧacı. The recent excavations at Hacılar 
Büyük Höyük provide the opportunity to further explore this issue on a micro-regional scale, since 
its EC strata may attest the variability and interactions between Early Chalcolithic communities 
living in the micro region of the Burdur Plain. This can, perhaps, shed further light on the context 




CHAPTER 6. CASE STUDY II: THE IZMIR REGION 
 
 
6.1 Setting the scene 
6.1.1 Introduction 
The Aegean is a geographical area often associated with Greece: most of the Aegean islands, 
including the East Aegean ones, are part of Greece, whereas Turkey is mainly associated with the 
Anatolian inland. One look at the map (Figure 1.1), however, shows that the highly indented 
coastline of Western Anatolia is an integral part of the Aegean, and that this area constitutes an 
ideal jumping board between inland Anatolia and Southeastern Europe. As several researchers 
have pointed out (Thissen 2000a, 125ff; Lichter 2002), the potential of Western Anatolia as an 
intermediary zone between Anatolia and the Aegean was not met by the state of research in this 
area until recently. Although field surveys in the 1960s (French 1965) and 1980s (Meriç 1993) 
found many prehistoric mounds, the lack of excavated sequences prevented understanding the 
dating and character of prehistoric habitation in Western Anatolia. Furthermore, insight into 
prehistoric settlement patterns is influenced by severe geomorphological changes, which include 
the shifting of coastlines and the accumulation of both marine and terrestrial sediments.  
Since excavations at Ulucak Höyük started in 1995 (A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2004), the picture 
of Western Anatolia as Neolithic terra incognita is rapidly changing. Especially since the basal 
deposits of the mound were reached in 2008, the picture emerges of a region with the earliest 
Neolithic settlements on the Aegean coast, dating to c. 6700 BCE (A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2012). In 
recent years, several other excavation projects with a Neolithic focus were initiated in the region. 
Most notable are the ongoing excavations at Yeşilova (Derin 2012) and the finished projects at 
Ege Gübre (Saǧlamtimur 2012), Çukuriçi Höyük (Horejs 2012; Horejs et al. 2015; Horejs 2017), 
and Dedecik-Heybelitepe (Lichter and Meriç 2012). Of these sites, Yeşilova (c. 6500-5800 BCE) 
and Çukuriçi (c. 6700-6000 BCE) cover more or less the same time span as Ulucak, while Ege 
Gübre and Dedecik were founded towards the end of the 7th millennium. 
Keeping in mind that these excavations in the Izmir region are either ongoing or have been 
finished only recently, the region provides a far from stable data set for the present investigation. 
Final publications are still scarce, and new publications on selected aspects of these excavations 
are appearing regularly. While some information has been published on the basal deposits of 
Ulucak (A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2012; Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 2013) and Çukuriçi (Horejs et al. 
2015), the earliest levels of Yeşilova are still to be further excavated and published. 
On the basis of the current evidence, the Izmir region potentially provides insight into 
several interrelated themes. First is the changing relationship between the Eastern Mediterranean, 
inland Anatolia, and the Aegean. In the Izmir Region, several interaction spheres seem to have 
merged, which affected not only the different pathways towards the initial colonization of the 
region, but also shaped the networks in which the region participated over the course of the 
Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 2013; Horejs et al. 2015; Çevik and 
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Abay 2016). Second is that the four excavated sites offer the possibility to study intra-regional 
variability between Neolithic settlements. The long-term occupation of settlement locations seems 
to suggest a high degree of stability of community life, which poses the question how this stability 
formed and how it was embedded in local and regional strategies. In this context, the landscape 
variability within a relatively restricted area is an interesting point of departure for studying the 
ways in which settlement location influenced the development of subsistence strategies and social 
networks. To sum up, although interest in the region was mainly sparked by its potential as a 
jumping board to the Aegean, the Izmir Region holds a more complex story, in which settlement 
histories and habitation practices play a crucial role. 
 
6.1.2 Geographical setting 
Definition of the study area 
This case study considers Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic settlements in the coastal areas of the 
Gediz and Küçük Menderes river valleys. In several publications, the coastal area of Western 
Turkey has been referred to as ‘Central West Anatolia’ (e.g. Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 2013). 
This case study takes a more restricted definition, limiting itself to the province of Izmir and 
excluding the provinces of Manisa and Aydın, since no large-scale excavations have been 
conducted in these areas. Nonetheless, the Manisa and Aydın provinces provide comparative 
information presented in the Discussion.   
 
Landscape and coastline 
The present-day landscape of the Anatolian west coast is marked by a sequence of east-west 
oriented grabens, through which the Gediz, Büyük Menderes and Küçük Menderes (Big and Small 
Maeander) rivers flow from inland Western Anatolia towards the Aegean. These mountain ranges 
and grabens formed through volcanic and tectonic activity in the Neogene and Miocene. 
Gradually, the grabens started to contain rivers. The sediments brought by these river streams led 
to the formation of alluvial valleys and plains (Kayan and Öner 2013). During the Last Glacial 
Maximum (until 20000 BP), sea levels were around 120 meters lower than they are today. This 
means that many of the present-day East Aegean islands were still connected to the mainland. 
Towards the end of the Pleistocene (from c 16000 BP), sea levels began to rise, accelerating to a 
rise of c. 50 m between 12000 and 8000 BP. After a more gradual rise between 7000 and 6000 BP, 
the maximum level was reached around 6000 BP. In archaeological terms, the first 80-90 meters 
of sea-level rise occurred during the late Upper Palaeolithic and the Mesolithic (Broodbank 1999); 
during the Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic, the sea rose 10-20 meters more; and more or less 
current sea levels were reached during the Late Chalcolithic. The larger East Aegean islands 
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(Rhodes, Samos, Chios and Lesbos) were already detached from the mainland during the Early 
Neolithic.110   
The impact of Holocene sea level rise on the position of the Western Anatolian coastline 
was not straightforward, due to the interplay between climatic change, sea level, tectonic 
movements, sedimentation, and anthropogenic factors (Kayan 1988). Overall, a post-glacial 
process of marine transgression (i.e. the rising sea penetrating the land), was followed by a period 
of sedimentation, which pushed the shoreline further out again. These processes unfolded over the 
course of millennia. Essentially, we are looking at a period of marine transgression between c. 
14000 and 6000 BP – which overlaps with our period of study. At the start of the Neolithic (the 
early 7th millennium BCE), maximum transgression was not yet reached, but the sea had already 
penetrated the grabens beyond the present-day position of the coastline. It was only in the Late 
Chalcolithic, which is beyond the scope of this study, that river delta formation and sedimentation 
processes started to unfold, which gradually silted up the sea arms and – in a much later phase – 
antique harbors. Apart from some residual lakes, nothing remains of these sea arms today. 
Furthermore, geomorphological research has shown that inland basins contained lakes in 
prehistory (Hakyemez et al. 1999; Vardar and Sarıöz 2006). 
These geomorphological changes are not only important for gaining insight into Neolithic 
landscapes and relationships between settlements and the coast or other, now vanished water 
bodies, but also have implications for archaeological prospection. Obviously, areas which were 
covered by sea, lakes or marshes during the Neolithic will not yield evidence for settlements, which 
helps explaining certain ‘blank areas’ on the map. In the case of the lower Büyük and Küçük 
Menderes valleys, prehistoric settlements should be expected in the lower foothills, as well as in 
the higher lying alluvial valleys branching off of the graben, rather than on the valley bottoms. 
Furthermore, there are areas which were land during the Neolithic, and which are now either 
covered by sea or by thick deposits of alluvium. This includes mainly low-lying areas, such as the 
Bornova Plain, where, for instance, the top of the mound of Yeşilova is found lying below a meter 
of alluvium (Derin 2013). Indeed, the Mesolithic coastal landscape disappeared altogether in most 
places, and this means that Mesolithic and PPN sites on low-lying coastal locations are unlikely to 
be found (Sampson 2015; Ç. Çilingiroğlu et al. 2016). 
Insight into the prehistoric vegetation of the Izmir Region is limited, and is mainly based 
on a combination of archaeobotanical and archaeozoological remains from excavated sites. On the 
basis of changes in the animal bone assemblage (especially the decreasing amounts of boar and 
deer), Çakırlar (2012b) proposed a degree of deforestation during the Neolithic and Early 
Chalcolithic occupation of Ulucak. This would imply a scenario in which the earliest inhabitants 
                                                 
 
110 “(…) the vast majority of Aegean land-loss occurred with the first c. 80–90 m of sea-level rise, which correlates 
with the latest upper Palaeolithic and the Mesolithic.” Broodbank 1999, 20. 
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settled in forested landscapes, and that a combination of human impact and climatic change 
resulted in less densely forested landscapes over time.  
 
 
Figure 6.1. Izmir Region: map of the study area and the neighboring regions of Manisa and Aydın. The extent of 
marine transgression during the period of study is loosely indicated for the Gediz Delta Plain, the Küçük Menderes, 
and the Büyük Menderes. Numbers correspond to Catalogue II. 
 
6.2 The data set 
6.2.1 Excavated settlements: chronology and pottery sequence 
With four relatively large-scale recent and ongoing excavation projects in the region, the cultural 
sequence of the Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic in the Izmir region is beginning to become clear. 
All four sites were excavated until virgin soil and were radiocarbon dated, which means that there 
is insight into the entire sequence of occupation.111 The comparative chronologies of the sites are 
presented in Table 6.1. The excavated sequences together represent a period of settlement 
continuity between c. 6700 and c. 5700 BCE. The Ulucak sequence, which is at present the most 
                                                 
 
111 Ulucak: 31 dates (Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2012); Çukuriçi: 7 dates ( Horejs et al 2015); Yeşilova: 1 date (Derin 2012); 
Ege Gübre: 11 dates (Saǧlamtimur 2012). 
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intensively studied and has been published in detail, serves as the backbone for the regional 
chronology, spanning the entire period of 6700-5700 BCE. The occupation of the other settlements 
have a range of 500 to 800 years, falling within the period 6700-5700 BCE. 
 
Table 6.1. Izmir Region: regional chronology and the occupation sequences of the key sites. 
 
Although Western Anatolia is now more often discussed in the context of the Aegean 
Neolithic (e.g. Erdoǧu 2003; Çevik and Abay 2016), the most commonly applied terminology is 
the Anatolian periodization (see Table 6.1). This results in two main issues. First, the question is 
whether the start of the Neolithic in Western Anatolia, which is almost contemporary with the 
Central Anatolian Late Neolithic, should be called ‘Early’ or ‘Late’ Neolithic (e.g. Schoop 2011). 
This issue seems to partly resolve itself through more fine-grained sequences and the excavation 
of basal deposits, which show that Western Anatolia was settled before the start of the Late 
Neolithic in Central Anatolia, which justifies the use of Early Neolithic for these first habitation 
phases.112 Second, the question is whether it is useful to make a distinction between ‘Late 
Neolithic’ and ‘Early Chalcolithic’ around the start of the 6th millennium, while there is clearly 
cultural continuity: disruption of settlement sequences and a period of decreased settlement 
activity only started around 5700 BCE (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2009c, 24-30). Furthermore, painted 
pottery, a defining characteristic of the Early Chalcolithic in Central and Southwest Anatolia and 
the Southwest Asia, is not found in the region, which means that a clear marker for the transition 
from Late Neolithic to Early Chalcolithic is missing.  
                                                 
 
112 In a review of the Western Anatolian and Aegean Neolithic, Erdoǧu (2003) referred to the second half of the 7th 
millennium as ‘Early Neolithic’. Indeed, the Anatolian Late Neolithic (c. 6500-6000) is contemporary to the Aegean 
Early Neolithic (c. 6500-6000). 
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Indeed, the excavators of the key sites use variable definitions of Late Neolithic and Early 
Chalcolithic. At Çukuriçi, the ‘Early Chalcolithic’ is represented by level VIII, dated between 6100 
and 6000 BCE (Horejs 2012), although later publications refer to this phase as ‘Late Neolithic’ 
(Horejs et al. 2015). Yeşilova level IV.1, dated to c. 5900-5800 BCE, is categorized as ‘Late 
Neolithic’ (Derin 2012). At Ulucak, chronological labels are generally avoided, although the 
settlement is more often described as a Neolithic rather than Early Chalcolithic site, including 6th 
millennium Ulucak IV (A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2012). At Ege Gübre, the excavators make a 
distinction between Late Neolithic phase IV (6200-6000 BCE) and Early Chalcolithic phase III 
(6000-5700 BCE) (Saǧlamtimur 2012). In this thesis, the transition between Late Neolithic and 
Early Chalcolithic is placed at 6000 BCE, although this is not to deny general continuity between 
these phases. There are, on the other hand, also indications for changes in local habitation histories 
(see below), which seem to occur in parallel with changes in other Anatolian regions. The use of 
the Anatolian terminology, therefore, facilitates inter-regional comparison. 
As chronological and cultural markers, pottery and artefact assemblages provide insight 
into the development and connections of the Izmir Neolithic. Detailed pottery studies are available 
for Ulucak (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2009b, 2009c, 2011). Three stages of development can be 
distinguished. First is the period of c. 6700-6500/6400 BCE, during which pottery was absent or 
scarce (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 2013; Horejs et al. 2015). Late Neolithic pottery (c. 6400-
6100/6000 BCE) started with dark burnished wares (DFBW), and sticks to a shape repertoire 
consisting of hole-mouth jars and bowls, sometimes with pierced knobs. During the last centuries 
of the 7th millennium, changes included the extension of the shape repertoire to include necked 
jars with tubular lugs. Surface treatment changed, with an increasing percentage of the pottery 
classified as ‘Red Slipped and Burnished Wares’ (RSBW) and ‘Cream Slipped Burnished Wares’ 
(CSBW). Impresso decorated pottery was added to the assemblage around 6100/6000 BCE, i.e. 
during Ulucak Va (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2011). During the next stage, the Early Chalcolithic, the trends 
of the late 7th millennium continued: RSBW became the dominant surface treatment, and the shape 
repertoire further developed to include long necked jars and storage vessels. A painted pottery 
tradition, which developed in the Lake District during the Late Neolithic and flourished in the 
Early Chalcolithic, is not found in Western Anatolia: painted sherds are rare, and may have been 
imported rather than locally produced (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2009c, 28; 482). With the Ulucak sequence 
as the backbone of the regional sequence, differences between sites were observed as well: at Ege 
Gübre III, pottery with ring bases presents a feature unique for the region (Ozan 2013), while the 
site also yielded more relief decorated pottery than other sites (Saǧlamtimur 2012, fig. 17a). The 
earliest pottery of Ulucak and Çukuriçi (c. 6500/6400 BCE) still needs closer comparison in order 
to determine when and how intra-regional similarities and differences formed.113 
                                                 
 
113 Peloschek (2017) discusses the pottery from phases IX-VIII. The earlier pottery levels (XII-X) have not seen 
detailed publication yet. 
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Regarding material culture, it seems that many elements considered part of an ‘Anatolian 
Neolithic package’ appeared during the second half of the 7th millennium. Finds include stamp 
seals, bone spatulae and awls, sling pellets, greenstone axes, and mortars and pestles (Ç. 
Çilingiroǧlu 2005 and 2009a; Saǧlamtimur 2012; Derin 2014). During the Early Chalcolithic, 
anthropomorphic vessels and human figurines were added to this assemblage. The material culture 
of the Early Neolithic is less known, with limited quantities of finds from Ulucak VI and Çukuriçi 
XIII. Horejs et al. (2015) have pointed at Levantine elements in the earliest material culture 
assemblage at Çukuriçi, which will be discussed below. 
 
6.2.2 Survey research 
The main field surveys were carried out by French (early 1960s, French 1965) and Meriç (1980s; 
Meriç 1993). Several sites were (re)visited by Lichter (2002), Derin (2006), and the Limantepe 
excavation team (Erkanal 2008).114 Most recently, field surveys were undertaken on the Karaburun 
Peninsula, which, besides finds from the Epipalaeolithic and Mesolithic, yielded at least one site 
of  Neolithic date (Ç. Çilingiroğlu and Dinçer 2018).115  
The resultant data set contains several biases. First, survey research was generally mound-
oriented and focused on coastal plains and river valleys rather than on mountainous areas.116 
Second, geomorphological changes in the region led to the invisibility of certain types of sites. 
And third, the interpretation of the surface pottery is complicated by the gradual development of 
surface treatment and shapes between phases Ulucak V and IV (c. 6500-5700 BCE): tubular lugs, 
impresso decoration and necked jars are indicative of the later stages of the Neolithic only, but the 
defining characteristics of the earlier stages are found in these later phases as well. This makes it 
difficult to use pottery as a clear chronological marker for sub phases of the 1000-year Early 
Neolithic to Early Chalcolithic occupation of the region (cf. Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2009c, 190-202). Sites 
yielding RSBW are attributed to a general ‘LN-EC’ phase (second half 7th-early 6th millennium), 
meaning that earlier settlement phases can only be distinguished when sites are excavated. Indeed, 
if the ‘aceramic’ stage found at Ulucak VI and Çukuriçi XIII represents a region-wide horizon, 
this is not very likely to emerge from the survey results. 
Keeping these biases in mind, the number of sites with relatively undisputed Neolithic-
Early Chalcolithic occupation amounts to 19, eight of which were excavated (see Table 6.2).117 
                                                 
 
114 Recently, surveys were carried out by the German Archaeological Institute (DAI) in the neighboring region around 
Bergama (Pergamon) (Pirson and Horejs 2014). The Manisa and Aydın provinces were surveyed by Dinç (1997), 
Akdeniz (1997, 2009 and 2011) and Günel (2006). 
115 This site, Kömür Burnu, is not included in the present data set. 
116 Peschlow-Bindocat and Gerber (2012) carried out research in the Latmos mountains, located south of the study 
area: about 150 caves were registered, many of them with cave paintings. The date of these paintings is more likely 
Chalcolithic than Neolithic, but these findings do indicate that the mountains were perhaps more intensively 
frequented by prehistoric farming communities than previously assumed. The cave paintings especially point at the 
ceremonial use of such places, perhaps by communities living in lower-lying parts of the landscape. 
117 A site not located in the Izmir Province is Köprüova on the border of the Aydın province. 
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This leaves 11 sites with only surface evidence tying them to the timeframe of the Neolithic and 
Early Chalcolithic. The documentation of the sites varies significantly: for some sites, only a small 
amount of material has been presented, while for example Araptepe was surveyed intensively 
(Lichter 2002). Basic site properties, such as site size and mound height, are sometimes provided, 
but most sites are mere ‘dots on the map’. The potential contribution of coring and 
archaeomagnetic survey to a better understanding of the build-up of these prehistoric mounds is 
attested by recent research at Arvalya Höyük, which made it possible to determine that the basal 
deposits of the mound date to the middle of the 7th millennium (Stock et al. 2015). 
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The distribution of known Neolithic settlements shows that they can be found in various 
landscape zones (cf. Derin 2006). First, there are sites in the coastal plains, in areas with elevations 
between 5 and 40 m asl. These sites are often located on a slight rise in the landscape, or in the 
lower foothills of the mountains (Yeşilova, Ege Gübre). Second, settlements are found in the lower 
foothills of inland (river) valleys. And third, there are some examples of settlements in more 
mountainous environments, further removed from the plains (e.g. Ulucak, Köprüova), but these 
are few in number, and these are still located in small upland valleys suitable for agriculture.  
From a longue durée perspective, the number of known settlements shows some interesting 
patterns (Figure 6.2). First, from the Early Neolithic to the Early Chalcolithic there is an increase 
in the number of settlements; second, for the Middle Chalcolithic, hardly any settlements are 
known; third, the Late Chalcolithic (4th millennium), and especially the Early Bronze Age, show 
a recovery and further expansion of habitation. Strikingly, a large portion of known Late 
Neolithic/Early Chalcolithic sites were reoccupied during the Late Chalcolithic. This influenced 
the visibility of the Neolithic in two ways. On the one hand, Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze 
Age reoccupation added significantly to the height of mounds, which made them more visible and 
attractive for archaeological research than Neolithic sites that were not reoccupied. On the other 
hand, it can be surmised that in some cases, Neolithic remains were entirely covered by these later 
prehistoric strata, which means that more Neolithic sites should be expected underneath known 
LC/EBA mounds. Furthermore, these sequences of reoccupation mean that the size, character, and 
development of Neolithic settlements are not easily studied from the surface.  
 
 
Figure 6.2 Izmir Region: long-term development in the number of registered sites (Early Neolithic – Early Bronze 
Age). 
 
Besides a paradox for the visibility of Neolithic settlements, both the survey and the 
excavation record shows a hiatus in the occupation sequence of the region represented by the 
Middle Chalcolithic. This clear break in the occupation of mounds can either be seen as a region-
wide depopulation and cultural change, or as a period in which mounds were deserted in favor of 
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below. The reoccupation of Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic mounds several millennia later 
constitutes a  phenomenon that is beyond the scope of this thesis; suffice it to say that abandoned 
Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic sites were most likely visible mounds when they were resettled, 
and that their locations provided attractive places for renewed settlement.  
 
6.2.3 Settlement patterns: chronological development 
With detailed excavated sequences and coarsely dated survey sites, the study of the diachronic 
development of settlement patterns starts from several assumptions. Excavated settlement 
sequences suggest 1) that settlements were occupied for long periods of time; and 2) that the end 
of the 7th/beginning of the 6th millennium was the period of the greatest overlap between settlement 
sequences. Therefore, the palimpsest we are looking at most likely represents the settlement 
density of the early 6th millennium.  
Going through the study region from north to south, prehistoric settlements in the area of 
the Gulf of Elaia (Figure 6.3; French 1965; Meriç 1993) include several mounds. The Late 
Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age are represented at most mounds, while Late Neolithic pottery 
was found at three sites: Höyücek 2, Araptepe and Çaltıdere.118 Intensive surveys at Araptepe by 
Lichter in 2001 yielded evidence for a pottery assemblage comparable to other Neolithic sites in 
the region, including such features as RSBW, tubular lugs, hole-mouthed jars and pierced knobs, 
as well as one painted and two impresso sherds, as well as pieces of obsidian of (most likely) 
Melian provenance (Lichter 2002, 162-4).  
 
 
Figure 6.3. Izmir Region: map of the Gulf of Elaia (Gulf of Çandarlı). 
                                                 
 
118 Several of the LC/EBA sites have featured on Neolithic period maps (e.g. Helvaci-Höyücek and Bozköy, see e.g. 
Thissen 2000a, 127-8). 
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In the central part of the Izmir region, including the Bornova Plain and the Nif Valley 
(Figure 6.4), distances between settlements are in the range of 8 to 12 km. In the Nif Valley, 
Nemrut and Yenmiş (Meriç 1993; Derin and Batmaz 2004) are located on the northern (sunny) 
side of the river valley, and have elevations of 100 and 180 m asl respectively. Both sites yielded 
RSBW, suggesting that these mounds were occupied (at least) during the late 7th and early 6th 
millennium. For this period, this means that the distance to nearest neighbor was a mere 8 km or 
less. Yeşilova was located on a slight rise in the coastal Bornova Plain, 12 km further towards the 
coast. The micro-region around Yeşilova has seen relatively intensive exploration, with prehistoric 
settlements identified at Yassıtepe and Bornova Anadolu Lisesi Höyügü (EBA). Yassıtepe is 
located just under a kilometer from Yeşilova, on the other side of the Manda stream (Derin 2011; 
Derin et al. 2015, 2016, 2017). Excavations at the site have so far mainly exposed Bronze Age 
remains, but in a deep sounding, Early Chalcolithic architecture and finds were encountered (layer 
III). The excavator suggests that the site was founded somewhat after 6000 BCE, as an offshoot 
of the Early Chalcolithic Yeşilova village (Derin 2012a). This implies a situation of community 
fission, resulting in re-settlement in the close vicinity of the parent community.  
On the Urla Peninsula, several Neolithic sites were registered, although detailed 
information is generally unavailable. At Limantepe, a Bronze Age harbor site, Neolithic pottery 
was found in the lower strata, now lying under the sea level (Erkanal 2008). Settlements at 
Barbaros Tepeüstü and Çakallar Tepesi (Derin 2006) attest the use of locations in higher areas of 
the landscape. The Ayio Gala Cave on the island of Chios (Hood 1981-1982; Erdoǧu 2003) 
provides evidence for the use of caves, in this case perhaps as a station on the maritime route 
towards the (Northern) Aegean.  
 
 





The Torbalı Plain (Figure 6.5) lies on an inland corridor, which most likely provided the 
main intra-regional route of communication between the Bornova Plain and the Gulf of Ephesos. 
Small-scale excavations at Dedecik-Heybelitepe (Herling et al. 2008; Lichter and Meriç 2007, 
2012) attested Early Chalcolithic occupation in the plain: phase A consisted of a 70 cm thick 
deposit, lying on virgin soil and dating to the beginning of the 6th millennium. Finds included 
RSBW, a stamp seal, bone tools, sling pellets, and a high percentage of Melian obsidian. In the 
area, at least two other sites from this period were found: Kuşçuburun and Torbalı-Tepeköy. 
Several more mounds with occupations going back to at least the Late Chalcolithic were identified. 
Some of these mounds may overlie Neolithic basal deposits. 
The settlement pattern associated with Neolithic occupation near the Gulf of Ephesos 
shows a more fragmented nature: the small alluvial plains bordering the prehistoric shoreline of 
the sea arm penetrating the Küçük Menderes graben each seem to have contained one settlement 
only. Communication with near-by communities was most likely by boat. Çukurçi and Arvalya 
are examples of this pattern. Geophysical, archaeomagnetic and coring research at Arvalya Höyük 
showed that the build-up of this 3.50 m high mound mainly took place in the Neolithic, perhaps 
starting as early as the middle of the 7th millennium (Stock et al. 2015), which suggests that the 
Arvalya and Çukuriçi communities were long-standing neighbors.  
 
 
Figure 6.5. Izmir Region: map of the Gulf of Ephesos (Gulf of Kuşadası) and the Torbalı Plain 
 
Together, the excavation and survey record indicate a Neolithic landscape consisting of 
relatively regularly spaced mounds, with long occupation histories – and with long periods of 
chronological overlap. The distance between neighbors seems to have been less than 10 km, to 
which we should add that this rests on a very incomplete picture of the Neolithic settled landscape. 
The example of neighboring Yeşilova and Yassıtepe suggests that at least some settlements were 
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located in close proximity to one another during the Early Chalcolithic. It can be imagined that 
where the environment allowed it, clusters of settlements developed. In the more fragmented 
landscape of the Gulf of Ephesos, single settlements seem to have occupied the small plains, but 
it seems as though these settlements were as ‘connected’ as their contemporaries located in larger 
plains. A question that remains is whether besides mounds with long occupation histories,  
settlements with short periods of occupation existed. The current data set does not provide 
evidence for such settlements, but this may be due to the biases in the archaeological record. 
 
6.3 Key sites: investigating settlement and community 
6.3.1 Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic subsistence economies 
With four excavated Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic sites, the evidence for the nature of early farming 
economies in the region is quite rich, although not all data sets have been published in detail. 
Archaeozoological data from Ulucak and Çukuriçi show that all four domesticated animal species 
(cow, pig, sheep and goat), as well as dogs, were present from the earliest Neolithic onwards (Galik 
and Horejs 2011; Çakırlar 2012b; Arbuckle et al. 2014; Horejs et al. 2015).119 The origins of these 
species are still debated: although the origins of the domesticated animals laid outside of the region, 
it is suggested that interaction took place between domesticated pig and wild boar (Çakırlar 
2012b).  
The most detailed data on the development of animal husbandry practices during the 
second half of the 7th and early 6th millennia come from Ulucak (Trantalidou 2005; Çakırlar 
2012b). The earliest settlement phases show a clear dominance of sheep and goat (NISP: 80% of 
the domesticated animal bone assemblage, versus 15% cattle and 5% pig), while in terms of bone 
weight (WIS), cattle and sheep/goat were more or less equal. Çakırlar (2012a and 2012b) argued, 
on the basis of a reconstruction of changes in herd structure (age and sex ratios) and the increasing 
proportion of cattle bone, that the end of the 7th millennium saw an increase in the exploitation of 
cattle for dairy products. 
Hunting is attested throughout the regional sequence. At Ulucak and Çukuriçi, wild animal 
bone included mainly hare, wild boar, and fallow deer (Çakırlar 2012b; Horejs et al. 2015, 312), 
as well as a rare leopard bone (Galik, Horejs and Nesser 2012). For Ulucak, Çakırlar signals an 
increase in the amount of fallow dear and hare bone towards the end of the 7th millennium, which 
she relates to the development of a more open landscape through forest clearance.  
The exploitation of marine resources (fish and shell fish) forms a point of divergence 
between settlements: at Çukuriçi, shell fish and fish form a substantial amount of the 
archaeozoological remains throughout the occupation sequence; shell remains are especially 
abundant during the earliest settlement phase (XIII), reaching 40% of the NISP (Horejs et al. 2015, 
                                                 
 
119 General data from Ege Gübre (Saǧlamtimur 2012) and Yeşilova (Derin 2012a) confirm the presence of all four 
domesticated species in the Izmir Region during the late 7th and early 6th millennium. 
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310-2). While shell fish can be found in the coastal environment, tuna bone points at fishing 
activities further away from the coast.120 Data from Yeşilova confirm the contribution of both 
marine shell fish (oysters, molluscs) and land snails to Neolithic subsistence economies in the 
coastal Izmir region (Derin 2008). The evidence from early Ulucak, located further inland, shows 
a different development in the exploitation of marine resources: limited exploitation during its 
earliest occupation phase (VI) was followed by an increase in the amount of fish and shell fish 
towards phase IV (Çakırlar 2012b; Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 2013). This suggests a 
reorientation towards the sea later in the sequence. 
Archaeobotanical remains are less comprehensively studied, although general information 
is available for all sites. For Ulucak V-IV, a full package of domesticates was found (Megaloudi 
2005), including einkorn wheat, barley, lentil, and pea. The more recently excavated level VI 
yielded preliminary evidence for at least the cultivation of emmer, einkorn, and barley (Ç. 
Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 2013). At Çukuriçi, domesticated cereals and pulses were present from 
the earliest settlement phases as well, although they were generally poorly preserved (Horejs et al. 
2015, 310). At Ege Gübre, occupied from the end of the 7th millennium onwards, wheat, lentil, 
chick pea, and bitter vetch were found (Saǧlamtimur 2011, 81). Although ideas about 
chronological changes in the intensity of agricultural production are difficult to substantiate due to 
the unequal amount of information available for the various settlements and their respective 
phases, circumstantial evidence in the form of storage installations and food processing equipment 
at Ulucak and Yeşilova suggests intensification of crop cultivation during the early 6th millennium 
(cf. Derin 2012b, 111). 
Overall, it can be said that Neolithic communities in the Izmir region consisted of farmers 
from their foundation onwards, that they had access to a similar package of crops and domesticated 
animals, and that they supplemented their diet with hunted animals and marine resources. Points 
for further discussion include differences between communities located in different parts of the 
landscape, i.e. closer to or further away from the coast. Several researchers have suggested that 
coastal communities often developed alternative subsistence economies, including the exploitation 
of marine resources, stock breeding, and specialized resource procurement, since they were more 
often settled in areas less suitable for agriculture (cf. Erdoǧu 2003; Perlès et al. 2011; Takaoğlu 
and Özdemir 2013). The question is how this played out in the Izmir Region during the Neolithic. 
 
  
                                                 
 
120 Tuna fish migrated through the Cyclades on a seasonal basis (Broodbank 1999). 
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6.3.2 Ulucak Höyük 
Location and stratigraphy 
Ulucak Höyük is a 5 meter high mound located at 220 m asl in the Upper Nif valley, which forms 
a narrow passage between the coastal plain of Izmir and the inland Gediz river valley. The mound 
is located at the bottom of a slope, and post-prehistoric alluvial deposits cover its base. Ongoing 
excavations of Izmir Archaeological Museum, under the scientific supervision of Ege University 
(1995-2008) and now by Ege University and the University of Thrace (2009-present), have 
excavated around 9 meters of stratified deposits (c. 211-220 m asl) dating from the Early Neolithic 
to the Early Chalcolithic period (c. 6700-5700 BCE) (Table 6.3). The excavations also yielded 
evidence for Middle and Late Chalcolithic, Early Bronze Age, and Roman occupation of the 
mound (A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2004, 2012; Çevik and Vuruşkan 2015). 
 
Phase Period Date BCE Pottery Architecture 
VIa-b Early Neolithic 6700-6600 sparse or absent Mud and wood buildings, red painted 
plaster floors 
HIATUS? 
Va-g Late Neolithic 6500/6400-
6000 
DFBW, RSBW Rectilinear wattle and daub houses, 
pisé; freestanding and agglomerated. 
IVa-k Early Chalcolithic 6000-5700 RSBW, impresso Conglomerated mud brick buildings on 
stone foundations 
HIATUS 
IIIa Middle Chalcolithic 5600-5400 dark surface colors, 
coase wares 
One light mud-and-wood building 
HIATUS 
IIIb Late Chalcolithic 
II Early Bronze Age 
HIATUS 
I Late Roman/Early Byzantine 
Table 6.3. Ulucak: occupation sequence. 
 
 
Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic Ulucak yielded abundant architectural evidence (see 
Figure 6.6), but this evidence is not evenly distributed over the 1000-year settlement history of the 
site. The burnt mudbrick village of phase IVb (5800-5700 BCE) was uncovered over a large 
portion of the mound (c. 800 m2), while excavations below this horizon were restricted to several 
trenches and soundings along the edges of the excavated area. Burnt architectural remains of 
phases Vb (6200-6100 BCE) and Va (6100-6000 BCE) were uncovered in trenches L13, L12 and 





Figure 6.6. Ulucak: elevation map of the mound with the position of the phase Va-b and IVb architecture. From Çevik 
and Abay 2016, 193, fig. 9. 
 
 
Ulucak VI (c. 6700-6500 BCE) 
The earliest levels of Ulucak are represented by two buildings, numbers 42 and 43, excavated in 
trench L13. The buildings, each c. 20 m2 large, lie side by side and have yielded red painted plaster 
floors, as well as evidence for wall painting. Walls were not clearly identified; central posts held 
up the roofs (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2011; A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2012, 148-9). Although the plans do not 
overlap spatially, it is suggested that building 43 predates building 42 (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 
2013, 23), each belonging to a different subphase – VIa and VIb.121 The buildings were found 
almost empty and without installations, apart from stone-paved hearths in their southwest corners. 
                                                 
 
121 Drawn plans of these buildings were not yet published, making detailed discussion of the size, plan and spatial 




Finds from the floors were limited to several animal bone splinters and a scapula. By contrast, the 
outdoor area south of the buildings yielded the remains of large ovens and hearths, showing several 
episodes of use and repair. In fact, most artefacts from phase VI were found in this area: the 
deposits around the ovens contained (burnt) animal bones, charred botanical remains, as well as 
some lithics, beads, and worked bone (A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2012, 148-9; Çevik and Vuruşkan 
2015, 592-3). Overall, phase VI is characterized by the absence (or scarcity) of pottery and clay 
objects, and a limited material culture assemblage (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 2013, 23-4). 
 
Ulucak Vb and Va (c. 6200-6000 BCE) 
The architecture of phase V as a whole (c. 6500-6000 BCE) has been characterized as ‘wattle and 
daub’, although the exact building techniques were most likely more varied – for phase Va, Derin 
(2006, 85-6) reported that walls were made in a pisé (mud slab) technique, while wooden posts 
provided additional support in certain wall sections and as central roof supports. Some wall 
sections seem to have contained many closely spaced posts, while in other sections, postholes were 
not found. The most recently phase V structure excavated, building 46, had walls consisting of 
regularly spaced posts, which formed the framework of a wattle and daub wall (Çevik and 
Vuruskan 2015, 590-1). The lack of postholes in wall sections excavated in earlier seasons may 
therefore have to do with difficulty with recognizing postholes. Furthermore, it is unclear whether 
walls had foundation trenches. 
Although some architectural remains were excavated for phases Vf-Vc (c. 6500-6200 
BCE), including a stone wall foundation dating to phase Vd (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2011), most 
architectural remains of phase V date to burnt phases Vb and Va (c. 6200-6000 BCE). These two 
phases of occupation were superimposed, with the Va houses built on top of the burnt structures 
of phase Vb, and generally maintained the same orientation. In contrast to phase VI, there is much 
more evidence for indoor domestic installations and storage facilities during phases Vb and Va: 
structures contained ovens, hearths, storage bins (both round and rectilinear), platforms, and find 
assemblages included pottery, grinding stones, groups of sling pellets, loom weights, and bone 
tools (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2009a; 2011). Outdoor areas provided evidence for craft activities and waste 
disposal, while there is no clear evidence for enclosures in these areas. 
For phase Vb (c. 6200-6100 BCE), four free-standing rectilinear structures were uncovered 
in trenches L13 and L12, all burnt. Only one of these houses was excavated completely: building 
30 measured c. 3.50 x 4.00 m, corresponding to an interior floor surface of around 14 m2. The 
house contained a hearth, many storage bins, pottery vessels, grinding stones, and other stone tools 
(Derin 2006; Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2011). The settlement plan of phase Vb seems to have consisted of 
closely spaced but freestanding mud and wood buildings, each representing a more or less 
autonomous ‘domestic unit’. The areas between these houses do not seem to have been enclosed, 
and yielded some evidence for outdoor activities such as food preparation and crafts. A special 
find from phase Vb is a round structure, building 47, excavated in trench L12 (Çevik and Vuruskan 
2015, 591-2). Its unusual shape, together with finds from the interior including three figurine 
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heads, a frog figurine, and several pots, suggest a special function in the settlement: the excavators 
suggest that ritual activities took place in this hut. 
For phase Va (c. 6100-6000 BCE), a number of agglomerated rooms (23-26) were found 
in trench L13 (Derin 2005, fig. 1). These rooms generally contained domestic installations such as 
ovens, hearths, and storage units, but had different sizes. Some of the rooms seem too small and 
narrow to represent an independent domestic unit. Structurally, the cluster of houses consisted of 
one ‘primary’ unit, building 23 (similar in size to the Vb houses), which served as the basis for 
further additions in the form of rooms 22, 24, 25, and 26: these structures make use of the walls of 
structure 23, and their other walls abutted the walls of building 23. The relationships between the 
rooms in this composite structure remain unclear: it is possible that rooms were added as the 
domestic group grew or became more complex, while it is also possible that the rooms together 
housed several related households. 
The pattern of conglomeration was also attested in another part of the settlement: two more 
Va rooms, 27 and 28, were found in trench N11 (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2011; A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2012). 
Again, rooms 27 and 28 seem too small to represent separate households. Especially room 27, 
measuring 1.40 x 1.60 m and apparently lacking domestic installations, seems to have been an 
annex rather than a house. In trench L12, house 46 was excavated, which has the same orientation 
as the other Va architecture. Bordering this structure, an open area was excavated, containing 
pebbled surfaces and refuse areas (Çevik and Vuruskan 2015, 590-1). 
 
Ulucak IVb (c. 5800-5700 BCE) 
The Ulucak IV settlement is mainly represented by abundant architectural remains from burnt 
phase IVb (c. 5800-5700 BCE; see Figure 6.7). The fire left the IVb settlement well-preserved, 
and household installations and finds were found in situ. Although excavations are ongoing, a 
substantial amount of information about the IVb phase was already published by A. Çilingiroǧlu 
et al. (2004). The phase IVb settlement had two stages of development: IVb1 and the earlier IVb2. 
The excavators assigned 13 building numbers to IVb, as well as three numbers to courtyard areas 
(Derin 2005; Çevik and Vuruşkan 2015). Two ‘streets’ were found, along which the houses were 
arranged.122 The Ulucak mound had already become quite pronounced during the Ulucak IVb 
phase: in the excavated area, there is an almost two meter difference in floor level between houses 
located in different parts of the settlement.123 The buildings with the highest elevations are 
buildings 8 and 3 – both located in the central cluster of the settlement. North of these buildings, 
still in the central cluster, the floors of buildings 4, 5, 6, 7 and 9 are up to 80 cm lower than the 
higher buildings. Even lower elevations are found on the east side of the excavated area, with 
buildings 10, 12, 13, and 19. 
                                                 
 
122 Ç. Çilingiroǧlu (2009c, 52) prefers to talk about ‘open areas’ rather than streets. 




Figure 6.7. Ulucak: plan of the burnt phase IVb settlement. After Derin 2005, with recent additions from Çevik and 
Vuruşkan 2015. 
 
Ulucak IVb had a conglomerated settlement plan: most houses were built against each 
other, most often without sharing walls. This is reminiscent of settlement plans in Central Anatolia, 
such as Late Neolithic Çatalhöyük (Rosenstock 2014). Some neighboring buildings, however, did 
share walls, e.g. buildings 8 and 10. In other cases, neighboring buildings were separated by narrow 
spaces or alleyways. Generally, the amount of open space at Ulucak IVb seems to have been higher 
than at Çatalhöyük, and all houses could be accessed from the street level. Access to houses was 
restricted through fenced annexes or courtyards in front of houses, the creation of ‘entrance halls’ 
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through the placement of small walls around the door, and small indoor walls preventing direct 
sight into indoor spaces. 
House plans were rectilinear, with the entrance generally in the long wall. Walls were built 
out of mud brick on a stone foundation. The excavators argued that houses had flat roofs; Ç. 
Çilingiroǧlu (2009c, 48) reported that in one case, grinding implements were found on top of 
collapsed roof remains, suggesting flat roofs used as (seasonal) activity areas. The relationship 
between building numbers assigned by the excavators and domestic units is not 1:1. Buildings 5, 
8, 10, 12, 13, and 52 seem to represent relatively equal domestic units, most of them around 30 m2 
large, with one or two rooms. Buildings 14 and 19 possibly represent similar units, although these 
were not fully excavated. In the case of buildings 3 and 4, and 6 and 7, their shared walls and small 
individual size could indicate that these buildings were in fact two-room domestic units (cf. A. 
Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2004, 30). Still, since all four rooms contained flat-roofed ovens and platforms, 
it may also be suggested that they were individual dwellings, used by related households, or by the 
offspring of households inhabiting the larger structures of the settlement. Some of the houses had 
an enclosed courtyard in front of the house: courtyard 9 is located in front of building 5, while 
courtyard 11 is in front of building 12/13. Building 19 probably had a courtyard as well, at least in 
the IVb1 phase. These spaces were possibly covered by light roofs and they contained evidence 
for domestic and craft activities. 
House interiors generally contained well-made domestic installations, including domed or 
flat-topped ovens, hearths, grinding installations, platforms, and basins (Table 6.4).124 Find 
assemblages consisted of large numbers of pottery vessels, grinding stones, and tools. The unequal 
spatial distribution of finds associated with craft activities such as pottery making, textile 
manufacture, and leather working, has led the excavators to suggest some form of household 
specialization.125 The excavators have suggested a certain level of ritual specialization as well: in 
the 2004 publication, building 8 – located on a high, prominent location in the settlement – was 
interpreted as a ‘shrine’ (A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2004, 25). Evidence for this interpretation was 
sought in the absence of a normal domestic tool kit, remains of wall painting, and the presence of 
an anthropomorphic vessel. Furthermore, the building contained a raised platform with two 
hearths, and numerous pottery vessels as well as carbonized cereals were found. Still, the 
assemblage of building 8 does not need to be exceptional: a second anthropomorphic vessel was 
found in building 14 and wall painting was attested in building 13. Bowls with one or two figurines 
and a cache of flint were found in buildings 13 and 6, and animal and female figurines were found 
                                                 
 
124 For building-by-building reports on find assemblages, installations, and architectural aspects, see A. Çilingiroğlu 
et al. 2004, 24-29 and Ç. Çilingiroğlu 2009c, 52ff and 109ff. 
125 Buildings 2, 6 and 12 yielded evidence for textile manufacture (loom weights) (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2009a); building 6 
and courtyard 11 yielded more ceramics, pottery slags, and stored clay than other spaces, which shows that pottery 
production took place here; and courtyard 9 yielded a range of stone and bone tools associated with leather working 
(A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2004, 34). 
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in courtyard 9 and building 19. Instead of assigning a specialized ritual function to building 8, it is 
perhaps more warranted to emphasize the diversity of domestic rituals in the settlement, and their 
connection to several buildings. 
 
Table 6.4. Ulucak: houses of phase IVb: building information, installations, and finds.  
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Ulucak IVa and III: abandonment, reoccupation, and abandonment 
The fire that destroyed the IVb village did not end to the history of Early Chalcolithic Ulucak 
altogether. Remains of walls, floors and ovens belonging to phase IVa were found, but it is not 
clear whether there was a hiatus between the phases (A. Çilingiroğlu et al. 2004; 2012). Phase IVa 
ended with a fire as well, but due to disturbances, these remains were a lot less well preserved. 
This phase was followed by a longer period of abandonment. Phase III yielded the remains of a 
building in trench O13 (Çevik and Vuruşkan 2015). This settlement phase, initially dated to the 
Late Chalcolithic (A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2004), is now dated to the period 5600-5400 BCE, which 
would make it the only settlement remains belonging to this period in Western Anatolia. On the 
basis of current evidence, it seems that the settlement density was a lot lower during this phase, 
suggesting a decrease in community size. 
 
Local development and settlement history of the Ulucak settlement 
The Ulucak VI-IV settlement represents a millennium of more or less continuous occupation, 
which corresponds to around 40 generations of inhabitants. Therefore, it is good to realize that by 
the time that the Ulucak IVb village burnt down, the settlement was already an ancient village. 
The number of building phases distinguished by the excavators amounts to 17, suggesting an 
average duration of c. 60 years per building phase – which is longer than a generation. Split by 
phase however, shorter durations for the phase IV building levels can be postulated: 10 building 
phases have been ascribed to a 300-year time span (A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2012, 141), suggesting a 
duration of 30 years per architectural phase. This would roughly correspond to one building level 
per generation, although it is far from clear that all subphases of level IV represent discrete village 
plans, and that they were of equal length. 
Although phases V (6500-6000 BCE) and IV (6000-5700 BCE) show general differences 
in terms of construction techniques, there are several clear continuities between these phases: 
house units contained similar sets of domestic installations, covering functions of cooking and 
storage, and the orientation of buildings on the mound remained the same. The tendency towards 
agglutination or conglomeration seen in phase Va continued in phase IV. This image of continuity 
is confirmed by the material culture, which shows continuities and gradual development. There is, 
therefore, no reason to suppose a fundamental change in population between these phases, 
although the introduction of new material culture elements and new construction techniques may 
well be attributed to external influence. 
While in phase V, there is no evidence for outdoor enclosures, in phase IVb, outdoor spaces 
seem to have become more ‘private’: households appropriated the outdoor areas in front of their 
houses, and these were used for domestic activities. The more open ‘streets’ also showed evidence 
for domestic activities, but as these spaces were pretty narrow and were also used as a route through 
the settlement, formal use as an area for shared domestic activities does not seem likely. A larger 
open space, which could have been used for larger-scale outdoor gatherings, was not excavated – 
which obviously does not mean that such spaces did not exist in the settlement. Still, it is clear that 
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the houses in the excavated area did not have direct access to shared open spaces, which may be 
related to changing daily interactions between neighbors. 
Despite the evidence for general continuity of occupation over ten centuries, house 
replacement practices on the small scale of the individual houses are much more difficult to assess, 
since in most of the excavated area, excavation stopped once the burnt IVb level was exposed. 
Nevertheless, it is clear that the IVb village followed a long-established building tradition. 
Remains of building levels IVc-IVk consist of remains of floors and installations, as well as some 
(mud brick) walls, exposed in sounding N11. The earliest level defined as phase IV, IVk, showed 
the first evidence of the new building technique of mud brick on stone foundations, and is dated 
to around 6000 BCE (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2011).  
This evidence for continuity and gradual change between 6400 and 5700 BCE stands in 
sharp contrast with the evidence from phase VI, which seems to represent very different material 
culture assemblages, architectural traditions, and spatial organization of the settlement. From 
published evidence, it is not clear whether there was a hiatus between phases VI and V, although 
it is reported that buildings 42 and 43 were sealed by clean layers of soil (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2011, 
68). 
  
6.3.2 Yeşilova Höyük 
Yeşilova Höyük is located on the Bornova Plain, 4.5 km from the present-day coastline of the Bay 
of Izmir. Geomorphological studies showed that during the major sea-level rise at the beginning 
of the Holocene, the sea intruded up to 2-3 km further east than the present-day coastline, which 
means that Yeşilova was located about 2 km from the sea during its Neolithic and Early 
Chalcolithic occupation. After the bay reached its maximum size around 4000 BC, a process of 
sedimentation pushed the coastline back to its current position (Derin 2008; Kayan and Öner 
2013).  
Excavations at Yeşilova Höyük commenced in 2005 with soundings, followed by large-
scale excavations by Ege University since 2008 (Derin 2012a). The current project combines 
ongoing excavations with an archaeological park, opened in 2016, which focuses on the prehistory 
of the Izmir Region.126 The Yeşilova settlement was founded around 6500 BCE on a natural rise 
in the coastal Bornova plain. Continuous occupation of the site until c. 5730 BCE has been attested, 
accumulating to c. 3 meters of stratified deposits. 15 architectural levels have been distinguished, 
further grouped into three main phases: Late Neolithic phases IV.8-6 and IV.5-3, and Early 
Chalcolithic phase IV.2-1. Most architectural evidence dates to burnt phase IV.1 (Derin 2012a; 
Derin et al. 2015, 2016, 2017). 
  





Phase Period Date Excavated area Architecture 






IV.5 6250-6060 BCE Excavated in deep sounding in 
Zone III. No excavation plans 
published. 





6000-5730 BCE Two excavated zones:  
II (a and b) and III  
 
Zone II: c. 1450 m2 
Zone III: c. 1450 m2. 
Zone II: seven free-standing 
rectilinear houses; mud on 
stone foundations 
IV.1 
HIATUS - sediment 
III Middle 
Chalcolithic 





Excavated in Zone III. Tombs 
I Roman 10 BCE – 290 CE Excavated in Zones II and III. Surface pottery, graves, some 
habitation remains 
Table 6.5. Yeşilova: occupation sequence. Based on Derin 2012a and Derin et al. 2017. Recently, Yeşilova’s 
chronological sequence was revised, changing the phase number of the Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic from III to IV 
(Derin et al. 2017, 145). 
 
Seven phase IV.1a house plans were excavated (1-7, from north to south), arranged in a 
radial settlement plan around an oval open area (Derin 2012a; Derin et al. 2015; Figure 6.8). The 
rectilinear houses were all freestanding, had stone foundations combined with mud walls, and 
remains of wooden roof supports were found. All houses seem to have been single-roomed, 
although at least one building showed some evidence for interior partitioning. Underneath the 
Yeşilova IV.1a settlement, the remains of an earlier, comparable, architectural phase were exposed 
(Derin et al. 2016). The phase IV.1b architecture shows that vertical superimposition of buildings 
was practiced, although the position of the underlying building is somewhat different from that of 
its successor.  
There is a striking variability in house size during phase IV.1: the reconstructed settlement 
plan (Derin et al. 2015) shows that house interiors ranged between 13.8 and 70.1 m2. Since details 
about house interiors and indoor finds have not yet been systematically published, conclusions 
about differences between these buildings cannot be drawn. Based on the published plan, it seems 
that all buildings can be regarded as domestic units: preliminary publications suggest that domestic 
facilities such as ovens, grinding installations and storage bins were located both inside and in 
between houses. Most detailed information is available for buildings 6 and 7, which contained 
ovens, platforms, and domestic find assemblages (Derin et al. 2016, 168; Figure 6.9).  
During phase IV.1, it is apparent that the Yeşilova community prospered: the excavator 
has suggested that besides evidence for maritime exchange, there is evidence for the intensification 
131 
 
of agricultural production (increase in the amount of grinding stones) and craft activities, material 
culture became more abundant and diverse, and architecture became more durable. This process 
was supposedly coupled with demographic growth (e.g. Derin 2012b, 112-4). After the Yeşilova 
IV.1 settlement was destroyed by fire around 5730 BCE, the burnt debris was covered by a layer 
of silt (Derin 2013). This event meant an end to a settlement with a deep history of around 500 
years of occupation. Since the early strata were not yet extensively excavated and published, the 
local development of the settlement is yet fully understood. The excavator has suggested that 
during the early phases, people lived in round wattle and daub huts, although plans of such 





































Figure 6.8. Yeşilova: plan of phase IV.1a 
in Zone II. After Derin et al. 2015, 461, fig. 
1. The house numbers added correspond to 





























Figure 6.9. Yeşilova: 
buildings 6 and 7 of phase 
IV.1a in Zone II. In grey, part 
of a building of phase IV-1b. 
Note the outdoor area with 
oven and other domestic 
implements, east of building 





6.3.3 Çukuriçi Höyük 
Location and stratigraphy 
Çukuriçi Höyük was excavated between 2006 and 2016 by the OREA Institute of the Austrian 
Academy of Sciences, under the umbrella of the Ephesos excavations (Horejs 2017, 11-2). 
Geophysical research has shown that the settlement was founded on a slight rise in the landscape 
(Stock et al. 2015; Horejs 2014a; Horejs 2017), in an alluvial valley of c. 10 km2. This valley, 
landlocked today, was located on a sea arm penetrating the Küçuk Menderes Valley during the 
Neolithic period. The settlement was located about 1.5 km from the prehistoric coastline (Stock et 
al. 2015; Horejs 2017, 14). Today, the mound is about 3 meters high, while 3.5 meters of 
occupation deposit lie below the level of the plain. The Early and Late Neolithic occupation (XIII-
VIII) forms a deposit of 3.5 meters thick and covers an area of c. 1.1 ha. Late Chalcolithic and 
Early Bronze Age occupation layers cover the top of the mound (Horejs 2012 and 2017).  
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Neolithic layers were excavated in trenches N1 and N6 (c. 270 m2), located on the northern 
edge of the mound – the trenches on top of the mound did not go beyond the top of the Late 
Chalcolithic levels (Phase Vb). Within the Neolithic sequence, there are differences in the size of 
the exposed areas as well: the earliest settlement phases were only excavated in a small deep 
sounding (Horejs et al. 2015). Although only a small section of the Neolithic settlement was 
excavated, architectural remains from all phases attest the continuous occupation of the site during 
the period 6700-6000 BCE.  
The excavators call a combination of associated contemporaneous contexts a ‘Complex’  
(Horejs 2017, 17); a building can therefore be called a Complex, but an outdoor area consisting of 
several associated features is called a Complex as well. Of at least 24 numbered Complexes defined 
and published for the Neolithic period, 8 can be identified as buildings (see Tables 6.6 and 6.7). 
Although the details of these buildings still await further publication, preliminary publications 
provide basic information about construction practices and find contexts (Horejs et al. 2015; Brami 
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The earliest habitation phases: XIII-XI (6680-6400 BCE)  
Remains of the earliest settlement phases were exposed in a deep sounding in the southwestern 
part of trench N6. Around 50 m2 of phases XII and XI, and around 8 m2 of phase XIII were 
excavated. While clear architectural remains were not yet presented for phases XI and XII, founder 
phase XIII yielded remains of an indoor area of a domestic building. An L-shaped yellow clay wall 
was associated with three superimposed floor levels. These floor levels yielded the fragmentary 
remains of red painted lime plaster (Horejs et al 2015).  
 
The Late Neolithic settlement: X-VIII (6400-5970 BCE) 
The most complete insight into both settlement layout and habitation sequence is available for the 
Late Neolithic period, with several phases of habitation dating to the second half of the 7th 
millennium (see Figure 6.10). For phase X, a row of three rectilinear buildings (C10, C12, and 
C13) was excavated (Horejs et al. 2015; Brami et al. 2016). The Northern half of buildings C12 
and C13 laid beyond the excavated area; although only one full house plan is available (C10), the 
dimensions of all three buildings can be reconstructed with relative certainty. Buildings were 
freestanding, separated by narrow alleyways, and they had stone foundations and mud walls, 
supported by upright posts. The entrances to these buildings were not always recognizable; only 
for C12, a side entrance from the alleyway between C12 and C10 was found. The size variability 
between buildings C10, C12, and C13 is striking: while the interior floor areas of C10 and C13 are 
11-13 m2, Complex 12 is between 45 and 53 m2 large (depending on the reconstruction of its 
interior width). Since there is not a lot of information about indoor arrangements and find 
assemblages for these three buildings, this size variability cannot be fully understood: although 
C12 burnt down, its interior was found relatively clean. Fire installations were reported, but 
information about other domestic installations or find assemblages is not provided. Building C10, 
almost fully excavated, likewise lacks evidence for domestic installations, and find assemblages 
are restricted to fragmented and isolated finds – a loom weight, some beads, and a broken stone 
axe (see Table 6.7). 
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Figure 6.10. Çukuriçi: plan of the architectural remains of phases X-IX. From Brami et al. 2016. 
 
Variability is most apparent in the life histories of these building plots. While buildings 
C10 and C13 do not have clear successors, large building C12 was the first in a sequence of three 
superimposed buildings covering phases X to VIII (Brami et al. 2016): after building C12 fell into 
disuse, building C6 was built within the wall foundations of the former building (‘insertion’); after 
a (possibly) long period of use, including seven floor renewals, and practices of infilling after its 
abandonment, building C21 was built, using the wall foundations of C6 as support. Brami et al. 
describe this sequence of buildings within a framework of interpretation incorporating practicality 
(the soft soil caused instability of the buildings, hence replacement and reinforcement was needed) 
and choice (the inhabitants chose to continue investing in this location, even though the 
circumstances were far from ideal). This latter aspect is taken as an indication that buildings C12, 
C6, and C21 somehow had a special status in the settlement. A critical note to this interpretation 
is that although the building sequence of C12-C6-C21 is unique within the excavated part of the 
settlement, it is by no means certain that there were no other building plots in the settlement with 
similar sizes and occupation histories – the excavated area at Çukuriçi is small, perhaps only 
several percent of the settlement. The pattern of differentiation in size and building history may, 
therefore, have been one of ‘many to many’, rather than one of ‘one to many’. 
The indoor arrangements of buildings C6 and C21 are not fully understood – which is not 
surprising, given that around two-thirds of the interior of these buildings was not excavated. C6 
yielded a large amount of finds, but these are associated with abandonment practices rather than 
with the use phase of this building (Brami et al. 2016). In terms of domestic installations, the house 
136 
 
interior yielded no more than simple pit hearths. Complex 21 was found clean and empty, without 
evidence for domestic installations. If these buildings had a special status or function, this does not 
immediately follow from indoor arrangements and finds. Furthermore, especially building C21 
lacks a clear settlement context: architectural remains of phase VIII, e.g. building C3, were poorly 
preserved or only partially excavated. 
In the area South of buildings C10 and C12, a large outdoor area was excavated (C4, C2, 
C8, C14, C15). Outdoor platforms, hearths, and refuse pits were excavated, which suggests that 
activities related to food preparation and crafts were carried out in this area. The excavators argue 
for a stable spatial organization of the settlement during the Late Neolithic, with open areas used 
as such throughout this period (cf. Horejs 2013, 8-9). The relationship between buildings and open 
spaces is not altogether clear: from the evidence presented, it seems that enclosures were not 
attested, suggesting that the outdoor areas were freely accessible. The excavated area, however, 
only provides insight into a small section of the settlement. It is possible that on the settlement 
scale, there was some form of restricted access to clusters of houses associated with outdoor 
spaces. In the excavated area, walls C7 and C9 do not seem to belong to a house building, so these 
walls may have had a function in demarcating this area of the settlement.  
The Late Neolithic settlement at Çukuriçi spans four to five centuries of relative stability 
in architectural practices and settlement organization. Unlike Ulucak and Yeşilova, there is no 
clear evidence for drastic changes in construction techniques and layout during this period: phases 
X-VIII show similar architectural techniques, and the continuity of placement of houses and open 
spaces suggests close relationships between the subsequent generations inhabiting the settlement. 
An interesting aspect is that the number of building phases attested is much lower than the potential 
number of generations that inhabited the settlement: if use of these building plots was continuous, 
each building phase must have served several generations of inhabitants. Indeed, for buildings 
C12-C6-C21, maintenance practices in the form of multiple floor renewals have been attested. The 
exact duration of the use phases of these houses remain, however, unclear, since there is 
uncertainty about the length of the periods between subsequent building phases. The abandonment 
of certain house plots and their later re-occupation could provide an explanation for the low 
number of building phases. 
Based on the excavated sequence, Çukuriçi Höyük seems to have been abandoned around 
6000 BCE – the Early Chalcolithic was not attested at the site.127 In this sense, the settlement 
diverges from the pattern found at other sites in the region, which generally display continuity of 
occupation from the Late Neolithic to the Early Chalcolithic. Given the complexity of mound 
formation, there is the possibility that Early Chalcolithic occupation of the site concentrated in 
areas of the mound that were not excavated – although this remains speculative. 
                                                 
 
127 In earlier publications, phase VIII was characterized as ‘Early Chalcolithic’ (e.g. Galik et al. 2011; Horejs 2012), 
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2016 
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2012b 
9 - - Wall remains, disturbed - N/A 
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2012b 
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Brami et al. 
2016 
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2 - - 
Two parallel stone wall 
foundations with remains of 
mud brick 
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Loom weight, beads, 
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spoon, stone tool 
Galik et al. 
2012 
21 8.0x4.9 39.2 
Rectilinear building; 5 floor 
renewals; clean interior 
none none 
Brami et al. 
2016 





6.3.5 Ege Gübre 
Ege Gübre is located one kilometer from the coastline of the Gulf of Elaia, in an industrial area. 
During rescue excavations by the Izmir Archaeology Museum and Ege University in 1994, 2000, 
and 2004-2008, Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic remains were encountered 3-4 m below the 
level of the plain, at an elevation of 3-4 m asl (Saǧlamtimur 2012). Geomorphological research 
revealed that in prehistory, the site was located somewhat further away from the coast, and that it 
was founded in between a stream and small lake. The accumulation of alluvial deposits is quite 
extreme in the vicinity of the site, with 13 meters of alluvium covering the prehistoric lake. This 
is due to the hilly landscape, which prevented alluvium brought by the stream from continuing 
towards the sea (Saǧlamtimur 2011; Saǧlamtimur and Ozan 2013).128 
The excavations at Ege Gübre exposed an area of 50 x 40 m (2000 m2). Two superimposed 
settlement phases were excavated: Late Neolithic phase IV (6200-6000 BCE), and Early 
Chalcolithic phase III (6000-5700 BCE), which was further subdivided into phase IIIa and IIIb. 
Despite this substantial stratification, the excavator has suggested that the Ege Gübre settlement 
sequence is characterized by ‘horizontal stratigraphy’, meaning that the village phases moved in 
space over time (Saǧlamtimur 2011 and 2012). Indeed, the site did not develop into a tell, and the 
excavators found evidence for the expansion of the inhabited area along the stream during the 
Early Chalcolithic (Saǧlamtimur 2011). Nonetheless, the evidence for the vertical superimposition 
of settlement deposits over a period of 400-500 years hardly seems to represent a shifting lifestyle. 
 
Phase Period Date BCE Architecture and settlement 
IV Late Neolithic 6200-6000 One partially preserved round structure excavated; several 
clusters of ovens/hearths. 
IIIb Early 
Chalcolithic 
6000-5700 Several rectangular buildings and open courtuard areas excavated; 
round storage annexes; enclosure wall with towers. 
IIIa Several rectangular buildings; continuity of spatial layout with 





Table 6.8. Ege Gübre: occupation sequence.  
 
While phases IIIa and IIIb were exposed in most of the excavated area, phase VI (6200-
6000 BCE) was only excavated in several deep soundings, which yielded remains of one round 
wall foundation and two outdoor areas with clusters of hearths. The excavators have suggested 
that phase IV was characterized by exclusively round architecture. Although there are parallels for 
                                                 
 
128 See Seeliger et al. 2013 for a study of changes in the coastline from 2500 cal BC onwards. 
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such an architectural tradition in coastal Western Anatolia, e.g. at Hoca Çeşme IV-III (c. 6400-
6000; Özdoǧan 2013), the evidence from Ege Gübre is limited, to say the least.  
The combined remains of phases IIIa and IIIb show a village plan consisting of rectilinear 
buildings with stone foundations, remains of (round) annexes and subsidiary structures, an 
enclosure wall on the east side of the settlement, and  outdoor areas with remains of installations 
and workshops (see Figure 6.11). Distinguishing between walls of phase IIIa and IIIb seems to 
have been a difficult task, given that two versions of the phasing of these walls published by the 
excavators (compare Saǧlamtimur 2012, 205, fig. 2 to Saǧlamtimur and Ozan 2012, 228, fig. 6a). 
For several house plans, this means that multiple reconstructions of their size and layout can be 
made.129 
Since clear remains of mud bricks were not found, the excavators suggested that on top of 
the stone foundations, walls consisted of wattle and daub (Saǧlamtimur 2011 and 2012). The house 
plans of phases IIIb are peculiar: large house DY1, the most completely preserved building from 
this phase, had two round structures attached to its short sides (YY4 and YY5), while similar round 
structures were apparently not attached to rectilinear buildings (YY1-3). Hearths and other 
domestic installations were not found inside these round structures; although the excavators 
consider the possibility that the round structures were used as dwellings, a functional distinction 
between round and rectilinear structures seems likely (cf. Saǧlamtimur 2011 and 2012). Another 
house dating to phase IIIb, DY2, was much smaller than centrally located DY1. 
Phase IIIa houses were characterized by the excavators as ‘two-room structures’. 
Considering the fact that the site was located in a moist environment and that there is evidence for 
flooding episodes, it seems possible that houses had suspended floors. This means that we may be 
looking at the ‘basements’ of houses, rather than at plans at floor level. The two-room houses of 
level IIIa, therefore, may not have been actual two-room structures above the foundation level. 
The spatial organization of the Phase IIIb-IIIa settlement followed several principles: 
freestanding buildings were arranged around an open courtyard area, which contained areas 
identified as ‘workshops’, areas associated with food preparation (ovens and hearths), and areas 
associated with refuse disposal. In phase IIIa, the organization of outdoor areas seems to have 
become more complex, with several subsidiary structures and walled courtyard areas specifically 
associated with house buildings. House DY12, for example, was connected to an outdoor area with 
a workshop, a fire place, and a midden. Centrally located house DY6 was entered from the open 
area to the west of the house, and several domestic installations in this area suggest a similar 
arrangement. Structures DY7-9 and DY11 can be less clearly identified as buildings – rather, it 
seems that these areas can be regarded as outdoor areas, perhaps related to craft activities, crop 
processing and animal penning. 
                                                 
 
129 More specifically, in one reconstruction, DY5 and DY10 are separate buildings belonging to separate phases, while 
in the other, they are part of the same, two-room building (phase IIIa). 
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The central position of houses DY1 and DY6, together with the fact that a house was built 
on this location during all three phases of occupation, could indicate a special position in the 
settlement. In phase IIIb, DY1 was larger than other structures (interior floor surface of 51.6 m2). 
Other building plots, however, also seem to have been occupied during both phases IIIb and IIIa, 
although the remains of phase IIIb are generally less well preserved. Together, this suggests a 
stable settlement organization, at least during the first centuries of the 6th millennium. 
One of the special features of the Ege Gübre III settlements is the enclosure wall found on 
the east side of the settlement. Two phases are distinguished: during phase IIIb, the wall 
incorporated several round structures interpreted as towers. The wall of phase IIIa was exposed 
over a length of 70 meters. In both phases, the space in between the wall and the houses yielded 
evidence for garbage disposal, as well as for activity areas – and perhaps these areas were also 
used for the penning of animals. The walls of Ege Gübre can, on current evidence, not really be 
characterized as ‘enclosure walls’: there are no indications that the entire settlement was enclosed. 
The excavator proposed that this wall followed the course of the stream on which the settlement 







Figure 6.11.  Ege Gübre: site plans of phases IIIb and IIIa. After Saǧlamtimur 2012, 205, fig. 2. 
 
6.4 Synthesis and discussion 
6.4.1 Habitation sequences and domestic spaces in the Izmir Region 
The Izmir region provides excavated evidence from four sites that were occupied simultaneously 
for several centuries. Therefore, it seems a good testing ground for assessing similarities and 
differences between Neolithic communities located in close proximity to one another. Based on 
the preliminary results of the excavations in the region, some researchers have been struck by the 
apparent differences between communities: in terms of material culture, subsistence practices, 
architecture and settlement organization, and resource procurement, each settlement is argued to 
have had a different profile, which is taken as evidence for the distinct cultural origins and 
connections of these communities (Horejs et al. 2015). 
In assessing the settlement evidence presented in this chapter, the question is first, to what 
extent these differences are real, and second, whether these differences attest ‘normal’ variation 
between settlements located in different parts of the landscape and with different local histories, 
or more fundamental distinctions between cultural groups. In order to understand differences 
between communities, it is important to assess the diachronic formation of inter-site variability.  
In comparing construction practices, domestic spaces, settlement layout, settlement 
sequences, and by extension, the character and development of Neolithic habitation in the Izmir 
Region, the first interpretative difficulty is presented by the fact that excavated architectural 
remains are not evenly distributed over the settlements and their subsequent phases (see Table 6.9). 
Although searching for strict contemporaneity between prehistoric architectural phenomena may 
lead to a situation in which nothing can be compared any more, sample size and chronological 
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differences have to be taken into consideration before conclusions about fundamental differences 
between communities can be drawn. An example is the idea that Ege Gübre IV started out with a 
‘round’ architectural tradition, which would set it apart from all other Late Neolithic settlements. 
This idea is, however, based on one partially exposed curving foundation wall, which hardly 
provides solid evidence for such an interpretation. Ideas about similarity between settlements on 
the basis of architectural practices should also be approached critically as well: while there are 
some similarities between house plans of Çukuriçi X-IX and Ege Gübre III (cf. Brami et al. 2016), 
it has to be taken into consideration that these structures are dated several centuries apart (6400-
6200 versus 6000-5800 BCE). 
Insight into the diversity and development of settlement plans must likewise be based on 
unequally distributed information. Evidence for the spatial organization of settlements dating to 
the period 6700-6200 BCE is limited, with small exposed areas or poorly preserved remains from 
Ulucak VI-Vc, Çukuriçi XII-XI, and Yeşilova IV.8-5. Most information for this stage comes from 
Çukuriçi X-IX (c. 6400-6200 BCE), although the exposed area of 257 m2 still only represents a 
fraction of the settlement. The end of the 7th millennium (c. 6200-6000 BCE), again, provides little 
ground for inter-settlement comparison of spatial organization, with limited areas exposed at Ege 
Gübre IV and Yeşilova IV.5-3. Çukuriçi VIII offers a larger exposure, but in general, architectural 
remains from this phase are not well preserved. Ulucak Vb-a yielded the clearest insight into the 
placement and access patterns of houses during the late 7th millennium. The Early Chalcolithic (c. 
6000-5700 BCE) offers the richest data set, with large areas exposed at Ulucak IVb, Yeşilova IV.1, 
and Ege Gübre III: only in this stage, it becomes possible to gain insight into intra and inter-
settlement variability.  
  
  Ulucak Çukuriçi Yeşilova Ege Gübre 
Date BCE Phase Exc. area Phase Exc. area Phase Exc. area Phase Exc. area 
6700-6500 VIb-a 80 m2 XII-XI 8-50 m2 - - - - 
6500-6200 Vf-c 80 m2 X-IX 257 m2 IV.8-5 N/A - - 
6200-6000 Vb-a 200 m2 VIII 270 m2 IV.5-3 N/A IV 120 m2 
6000-5700 IVk-a 20-800 m2 - - IV.1-2 3000 m2 IIIa-b 2000 m2 
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Table 6.10. Izmir Region: regional architectural development. 
 
Setting some of these objections aside, Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic settlements in the 
Izmir Region show considerable diversity of architectural practices, both on the level of houses 
and on the level of settlement plans. Houses show variability in building materials, size, and layout: 
mud and wood (Ulucak V), stone foundations with wattle and daub (Ege Gübre IV-III, Yeşilova 
IV.1), stone foundations with mudbrick (Ulucak IV), and stone foundations with mud walls 
(Çukuriçi X-VIII) have been attested as building materials. Round, rectangular, oval, and square 
building plans have been excavated. Freestanding, conglomerated, and agglomerated architecture 
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was found; and both composite buildings (Ulucak Va) and relatively clearly bounded domestic 
units (Ulucak Vb, IV; Çukuriçi X-VIII; Yeşilova IV.1; Ege Gübre III) have been found.  
The two buildings excavated at Ulucak VI provide the most complete examples of Early 
Neolithic architecture, with techniques such as lime plastering, wall painting, and mud and wood 
construction attested. The construction of red plaster floors is labor-intensive and requires 
specialized technological knowledge; such floors are generally found in the Pre-pottery periods of 
the Levant and Central Anatolia (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2011; A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2012, 151), while 
such floors have also been found in Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic Central Anatolia (Erdoǧu and 
Ulubey 2011). It has been suggested that in the Levant and Central Anatolia, red plaster floors are 
generally associated with special buildings rather than with household dwellings (Özdoǧan and 
Özdoǧan 1998; Erdoǧu and Ulubey 2011). Could such a special status also be suggested for the 
buildings of Ulucak VI? Their large dimensions, the lack of domestic facilities inside the buildings, 
and the investment in the construction of red plaster floors, as well as the fact that the buildings 
were buried under a clean layer of soil, allow for the suggestion that these were communal 
buildings rather than household dwellings (cf. A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2012; Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and 
Çakırlar 2013); but if these were ‘non-domestic’, or even ‘ritual’ buildings, it remains unknown in 
what kind of dwellings the earliest inhabitants of Ulucak lived. The evidence for red lime plaster 
floors at Çukuriçi XIII suggests cultural similarity between these early settlements, but it should 
be kept in mind that at Çukuriçi, only a very small area was exposed. Furthermore, the idea that 
the first settlers at Ulucak and Çukuriçi had distinct cultural origins (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 
2013; Horejs et al. 2015) does not match this evidence for similarity in architectural practices, 
which will be further discussed below (6.4.2). 
The Late Neolithic (6500-6000 BCE) yielded more architectural evidence, and here, a 
certain degree of inter-settlement variability becomes apparent. Through the sequence of Ulucak 
Vf-a (c. 6500-6000 BCE), a building tradition based on mud and wood developed – although the 
clearest house plans for this phase date towards the end of the 7th millennium. The contemporary 
sequence of Çukuriçi X-VIII shows quite a different approach to the construction of houses, with 
stone foundations and mud walls characterizing the entire Late Neolithic sequence. Yeşilova and 
Ege Gübre yielded few 7th millennium settlement remains, although Yeşilova is argued to have 
had mud and wood houses, perhaps comparable to those of Ulucak V (Derin 2012a). Late Neolithic 
architecture shows quite a bit of variability in size, with Ulucak Vb yielding small houses of c. 14 
m2, while at Çukuriçi, there seems to have been a distinction between small buildings (c. 12 m2) 
and larger buildings (30-50 m2) – although the sample size is small in both cases. Ulucak Va 
presents interpretative difficulties, since the relationship between the agglomerations of small 
rooms (3-14 m2) and domestic units is unclear.  
There are quite a few Early Chalcolithic house plans excavated at Ulucak (20 houses), 
Yeşilova (7 houses) and Ege Gübre (5 houses). Early Chalcolithic buildings were well-built and 
well-equipped with domestic installations (storage bins, hearths, flat-topped and domed ovens, 
multiple basin structures, grinding installations, platforms). Considered from a diachronic 
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perspective, houses at Ulucak and Yeşilova became more sturdy through time, with a 
transformation from Late Neolithic wattle and daub to Early Chalcolithic buildings with stone 
foundations and mud (brick) walls. At Ulucak, this increasing sturdiness resulted in phase IVb 
houses that were at least twice as large (25-40 m2) as their phase Vb-a predecessors (14-16 m2). 
This also went together with a greater complexity of interior space, with more evidence for interior 
subdivisions. There is also more evidence for annexes and fenced courtyards during the Early 
Chalcolithic, most clearly at Ulucak. Houses of Ulucak IVb had fenced front yards, while at 
Yeşilova and Ege Gübre, outdoor areas with installations such as storage bins and ovens were most 
likely associated with a particular house. Intra-community differentiation is suggested by size 
variation between houses, as well as by differences in find assemblages, suggesting at least some 
form of (craft) specialization (cf. Ç. Çilingiroğlu 2009a). Still, the transformation of house 
buildings and interiors seems to have been a development in architectural durability rather than in 
the functional definition of households: Ulucak V houses had similar installations as their phase 
IV successors, with evidence for interior food preparation, storage, and crafts, and little evidence 
for communal or subsidiary structures.  
The differences in layout between the Early Chalcolithic settlements at Ulucak IVb, 
Yeşilova IV.1, and Ege Gübre III are striking: at Ulucak IVb, houses were conglomerated, 
separated by narrow streets, with controlled access to houses via fenced courtyards and no 
evidence for large (shared) open spaces; at Yeşilova IV.1, freestanding houses were arranged in a 
radial pattern around an open area; and at Ege Gübre III, freestanding houses were arranged around 
an open courtyard area. While on the basis of this variable ‘logic of space’, it is tempting to argue 
profound differences between these communities in terms of social organization (more/less 
privacy for individual households; more/less shared activities in open areas; higher/lower 
population density and associated social complexity), some caution is in order. The excavated 
areas of these settlements are not necessarily representative for the settlements as a whole: at 
Ulucak IVb, open spaces may have laid around the central cluster of houses on top of the tell. Such 
a spatial organization would be in tune with other Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic settlements 
in Western Anatolia, such as Hacılar VI, Ilıpınar VI and Aktopraklık B (see chapters 5 and 7).  
The ‘vertical’ evidence is generally more complete than the ‘horizontal’ evidence: all 
settlements were excavated until virgin soil, and sequences of occupation and abandonment are 
known in relative detail. The long-term occupation (with exceptions) of settlements during the 
period c. 6700/6500 to c. 5800/5700 BCE is apparent, and seems to indicate both population 
stability and long-term community viability during the Late Neolithic and  Early Chalcolithic. On 
the regional scale, the sequence of Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic occupation shows three 
important chronological markers. First is the initial colonization of the region around 6700 BCE, 
which (in the known cases), laid the foundation for long-lived settlements. Second is the period 
around 6000 BCE: at all settlements, some kind of change has been attested, including the shift to 
more durable mud-brick or stone-foundation buildings (Ulucak, Yeşilova, Ege Gübre), and, at 
Çukuriçi, the abandonment of the site. The third chronological marker is the period around 5700, 
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which, after a period of seeming prosperity and bloom, marked the end of all early farming 
settlements in the region. There is limited evidence for short-term reoccupation at Ulucak around 
5500 (phase III), while other sites were only resettled in the Late Chalcolithic (4th millennium). 
The vertical evidence also includes indications for the kind of intergenerational strategies 
followed by Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic communities in the Izmir Region. On a general level, 
tell formation at all settlements shows vertical superimposition of houses over extended periods of 
time, with Ulucak having the most impressive sequence. On the level of house plots, the 
replacement of architecture through vertical superimposition has to take several practicalities into 
consideration: the vertical superimposition of mud and wood buildings required different kinds of 
practices than the superimposition of mud brick buildings and/or buildings with stone foundations. 
The relationship between mud and wood buildings of Ulucak Vb and Va shows that although 
generally the same orientation of the architecture was maintained, structures are not strictly 
superimposed. At Çukuriçi X-IX and Ege Gübre III, the stone foundations of abandoned buildings 
were used as structural elements for the buildings to follow, according to a practice of inserting a 
new building within the stone foundations of its predecessor (Brami et al. 2016). 
In conclusion, regarding architectural style and settlement layout, the Izmir region seems 
to lack a clear regional profile throughout the Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic. House plans and 
settlement layout seem to find their closest parallels outside of the region: Çukuriçi X-IX compares 
quite well to Bademağacı ENII (rows of houses – vertical superimposition of houses – larger open 
areas between the houses – some evidence for domestic installations in open areas –  house 
complex 6 has an annex comparable to an annex from Bademağacı ENII.3). Ege Gübre IIIb shows 
similarities to the plan of Kuruçay 11-12, with round structures attached to rectilinear buildings, 
while the round architecture of Ege Gübre IV may compare to the round structures of Hoca Çesme 
IV-III in Thrace.130 Ulucak phase IV shows similarity to the Lake District Late Neolithic (Hacılar 
VI, Höyücek Sh.P), as well as to  MN Sesklo (Greece). This shows that rather than regarding the 
region as a demarcated cultural entity, the unique networks of each individual settlement have to 
be considered.  
 
6.4.2 Origins, routes, and networks: maritime and terrestrial connections in Western Anatolia 
The Izmir region is located between several spheres, i.e., inland Anatolia, the west and south 
Anatolian coastal landscape (and by extension, the coast of the Northern Levant), and the Aegean. 
This makes the region into an ideal testing ground for investigating past and present ideas about 
Neolithic interconnectivity. In two recent articles, Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar (2013) and Horejs et 
al. (2015) developed the idea that the contemporaneous ‘pioneer’ settlements of Ulucak VI and 
                                                 
 
130 See Ç. Çilingiroğlu (2019) for a recent contribution on architecture variability in the Izmir Region. Çilingiroğlu 
reaches the conclusion that variable architectural practices, and especially the round architectural elements found at 
Ege Gübre, do not necessarily reflect foreign influence in the region. These elements may rather be explained as the 
result of local needs and practices. 
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Çukuriçi XIII, both dated to c. 6700 BCE, represent communities with distinct origins. In this 
scenario, the Ulucak VI settlement would represent ‘inland Anatolian herders’, who migrated from 
inner Western Central Anatolia via a terrestrial route (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 2013), while 
Çukuriçi XIII would represent a maritime movement of coastal communities from the (Northern) 
Levant towards the Western Anatolia. Both Horejs et al. and Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar use the idea 
of ‘leap frog colonization’ to explain the arrival of these pioneer groups in their new surroundings 
– implying that these groups did not represent a slow westward movement, but rather represented 
groups that arrived in a totally new environment from relatively far away. 
The idea of distinct origins is based on a number of differences between the Ulucak VI and 
the Çukuriçi XIII communities: several aspects of the material culture of the first settlers of 
Çukuriçi display Levantine affinities, including ornaments (beads, bracelets) (Horejs et al. 2015) 
and pressure flake techniques (Milić and Horejs 2017). The limited material culture of Ulucak VI 
does not display such connections, while the community had a flake-based industry, in consonance 
with contemporary communities in Central Anatolia (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 2013; Milić and 
Horejs 2017). The biggest difference between the earliest Çukuriçi and Ulucak communities lies 
in their connection to the sea: while inland Ulucak VI did not yield evidence for the exploitation 
of fish and shell fish, the maritime component of the animal bone assemblage at Çukuriçi XIII 
reached 40% (Çakırlar 2012b; Horejs et al. 2015). Çukuriçi’s access to the sea also speaks from 
the high percentage of Melian obsidian from XIII onwards, while at Ulucak VI, Melian obsidian 
was extremely scarce (Guilbeau et al. 2019, 5-6).  
In order to assess these ideas about pioneering communities from the point of view of the 
habitation history of the region, first the evidence for habitation predating 6700 BCE has to be 
considered: the question of the origins of the Ulucak and Çukuriçi communities is tied to the 
question whether true pioneers would be visibly archaeologically, especially in the landscape of 
coastal Western Anatolia. The Mesolithic has long been invisible at the West Anatolian coast, due 
to a combination of geomorphological processes and lack of targeted research (see discussion in 
Ç. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2020). Recent survey finds from the Karaburun Peninsula, however, have 
provided a first indication for the presence of Mesolithic groups that were integrated into the 
Aegean sphere (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2016 and 2020). Furthermore, recent excavations at Girmeler 
in Southwest Anatolia (Takaoğlu et al. 2014) yielded evidence for two phases of occupation: Early 
Neolithic occupation dating to the end of the 8th millennium (7450-7000 BCE), as well as evidence 
for a sedentary community of hunter-gatherers dating to the late 9th-early 8th millennium (c. 8200-
7900 BCE). This evidence for early occupation is as of yet unparalleled in Western Anatolia, and 
its connections and significance for the further development of the Neolithic need to be further 
investigated (see also 11.2.1).  
Although the idea that Ulucak and Çukuriçi were founded by groups of people with distinct 
origins is a useful working hypothesis, which recognizes the differences between these 
communities, there are also indications for closer similarities between the early Ulucak and 
Çukuriçi settlers. First, the foundation of these settlements is almost contemporaneous, showing 
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that the appearance of Neolithic communities in Western Anatolia, even if it was through distinct 
routes, was part of processes of colonization operating simultaneously in inland and coastal regions 
– and therefore may have had some kind of interrelationship. Second, several aspects of these early 
settlements show similarity, including the construction of buildings with clay walls and red lime 
plaster floors, as well as the subsistence package of crops and domesticated animals, including 
their proportions. Still, the idea of an inland and a maritime interaction sphere, already suggested 
by Thissen (2000b) and Erdoǧu (2003), needs further consideration, especially since it can be 
surmised that these routes did not only spark the initial colonization of Western Anatolia, but also 
continued to influence the further development of these communities through the continuous 
interactions along these routes. 
The terrestrial routes associated with the foundation of Ulucak essentially follow the Gediz, 
Küçük and Büyük Menderes valleys, which are the main thoroughfares between Inner (South) 
West Anatolia and the coastal region (Meriç 1993, 144; Takaoğlu 2004; Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and 
Çakırlar 2013). In these valleys, in between Izmir and the Lake District, surveys have located 
several prehistoric mounds, although published information for these sites is not very detailed 
(French 1969; Meriç 1993; Akdeniz 2009 and 2011).131 In the Büyük Menderes graben, Neolithic 
occupation was mostly attested in side branches on the south side of the main valley, and mainly 
located underneath later (prehistoric) mounds (Figure 6.12; Meriç 1993, 144; see Thompson 2007 
for overview).132 Recent surveys in the Upper Menderes valleys of Çivril, Baklan and Çal 
registered 17 Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic mounds, with distances to nearest neighbors 
ranging from 2.5 to 8 km (Abay 2011; Dedeoǧlu 2014). Excavations at one of these sites, Ekşi 
Höyük, have revealed Late Neolithic (6200-6000 BCE) and Early Chalcolithic (6000-5500 BCE) 
settlement layers, with material culture similarities to both Lake District and Western Anatolian 
contemporaries (Dedeoǧlu et al. 2017). The idea put forward by the excavators is that the Late 
Neolithic shows similarity to both the Izmir Region and the Lake District, while the Early 
Chalcolithic saw close relations with the Lake District, when the Izmir Region displayed a different 
development (e.g. in pottery) (Dedeoǧlu 2014). These recent results from the Upper Menderes, 
besides offering comparative evidence, also serve as a reminder that many regions of Western 
Anatolia were not yet surveyed for prehistoric remains – the idea of leap-frog colonization via 
inland routes may be biased by this incomplete data set. 
A land route from the Izmir region towards the north passes through the Manisa plain. In 
this area, a relatively large number of prehistoric settlements was found through surface surveys 
(Figure 6.13).133 The number of mounds with certain Neolithic occupation amounts to 10-15, and 
                                                 
 
131 Sites include Mersinli, Taklantepe and Kizilçukur (Akdeniz 2011, 88). 
132 Examples include Altinkum Plaji, Aphrodisias Pekmez, and Çine Tepecik. 
133 Most of these sites were first investigated by David French in 1959-1960 (French 1969). Recep Meriç visited the 
region in the late 1980s, and he carried out excavations at Gavurtepe (Late Chalcolithic, Early Bronze Age). In 1995, 
Dinç (1997) carried out surveys in the Manisa province, finding several new sites and re-visiting some of the sites 
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often, similar to the coastal region, these mounds also yielded evidence for later prehistoric 
occupation. No Neolithic remains were excavated, while intensive surveys were carried out at 
Moralı (Takaoğlu 2004) and Kulaksızlar (Takaoğlu 2002). At Moralı, these surveys yielded 
evidence for the connected nature of these inland settlements: besides monochrome RSBW, 
painted sherds similar to the Lake District were found, as well as fragments of a rectangular vessel 
in the Fikirtepe style of the Marmara region (see chapter 7). Tubular lugs, ring bases, and Melian 
obsidian show connections with coastal areas of Western Anatolia (Renfrew et al. 1966; Takaoğlu 
2004). The date of the earliest occupation in the Manisa region remains unknown due to the lack 




Figure 6.12. Map of Neolithic sites in the Aydın province (large symbols: sites discussed in case study). 
 
 
                                                 
 




Figure 6.13. Map of Neolithic sites in the Manisa province (large symbols: sites discussed in case study). 
 
Now turning towards the sea, ideas about maritime networks involving the Anatolian west 
coast predate the excavation of Neolithic sites in the region: Broodbank (1999), in a review of 
twenty years of research on the Aegean insular Neolithic, identified the entire Anatolian west coast 
as a prehistoric ‘sea-faring nursery’, i.e., as an area in which maritime activity was potentially 
rewarding and easy, thanks to the highly indented coastline and the presence of coastal islands and 
promontories.134 At that time, the Neolithic in Western Anatolia was still largely unknown or was 
not yet securely dated. While Broodbank mainly focused on the colonization of the Aegean islands, 
which should be placed mainly in the Greek Late and Final Neolithic, i.e., between the second half 
of the 6th and the end of the 4th millennium, the new evidence from Western Anatolia shows that 
maritime activity played a crucial role in the earlier stages of the Neolithic as well. Indeed, recent 
studies have explored the possibility of seeing maritime activity as a way of understanding changes 
and continuities between the Mesolithic and the Neolithic in terms of routes, networks, and 
resource exploitation (Thissen 2000b; Reingruber 2011a; Sampson 2015). 
A study by Papageorgiou (2009, see Figure 6.14) mapped the surface currents in the 
prehistoric Aegean, which provides insight into relatively easily navigable sea routes. Several main 
routes can be distinguished, including a coastal route extending all the way from the Northern 
Levant via Southern Anatolia to the Anatolian west coast, continuing north towards Thrace. On 
the opposite side of the Aegean, on the east coast of mainland Greece, the coastal current had a 
                                                 
 
134 For further reading on maritime interactions, see Erdoǧu 2003; Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2010; Perlès et al. 2011. 
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north-south orientation. Besides these coastal currents, several open sea routes connected the West 
Anatolian coast to the Cyclades, and by extension to the Western Aegean. It is important to remark 
that while sea currents generally provide easy navigation in only one direction, this does not mean 



























Figure 6.14. Prehistoric 
sea routes in the Aegean.  
From Papageorgiou 2009, 
210, fig. 4. 
 
This insight into sea currents provides a lens through which possible networks between 
settlements can be reconstructed, from a point of view in which ‘least cost paths’ largely determine 
human movements. From the Bay of Ephesos, the location of Çukuriçi, sea currents provide easy 
navigation to the Cycladic islands, and this corresponds well with the evidence for the intensive 
exploitation of Melian obsidian by the Çukuriçi community from the earliest phase of the 
settlement onwards. From the Bay of Izmir, maritime navigation was more likely directed towards 
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the north (see also Erdoǧu 2003), towards the Troad and Thrace. Sites such as Coşkuntepe 
(Takaoǧlu and Özdemir 2013), Hoca Çeşme (Özdoǧan 1998 and 2013, 179-183) and Uǧurlu on 
the Northern Aegean island of Gökçeada (Erdoǧu 2013 and 2017) show general similarities to 
Central Western Anatolian sites such as Ulucak and Ege Gübre. The settlement histories of these 
settlements are becoming increasingly clear, with a start date of c. 6500/6400 for Hoca Çeşme and 
possibly somewhat earlier for Uǧurlu (Erdoǧu 2017). The earliest levels at Uǧurlu lacked pottery 
and yielded evidence for pressure flaking of obsidian, which suggests a connection to the coastal 
interaction sphere. For Hoca Çeşme, the existence of red painted plaster floors was reported, as 
well as a round architectural tradition during phases IV-III, possibly in line with the architecture 
of Ege Gübre IV (Özdoǧan 2013, 179-183). 
The existence of sea-faring groups specialized in Melian obsidian procurement was 
hypothesized by several researchers (e.g. Perlès et al. 2011; Reingruber 2011a), and at Çukuriçi, 
such a community seems to have been identified.135 The spatial and diachronic distribution of 
obsidian, as a percentage of the chipped stone assemblage, over the excavated settlements shows 
that at coastal Çukuriçi, the share of obsidian rose from 34% in Early Neolithic phase XIII to 86% 
in Late Neolithic phase VIII (Horejs et al. 2015, 305), while at Ulucak, located further north and 
inland, obsidian was near-absent during Early Neolithic phase VI (Guilbeau et al. 2019, 5-6), and 
reached a maximum of c. 25% during the Early Chalcolithic phase IV. The lower percentages 
found at Ulucak could indicate that this community received obsidian indirectly, ‘down the line’ 
(see Milić and Horejs 2017), and moreover, that the access of the community to the obsidian 
network only developed in the later stages of the Neolithic occupation. This seems to suggest a 
scenario in which coastal Çukuriçi had prior knowledge of the procurement of (Cycladic) obsidian, 
and that over time, the community further invested in the specialized exploitation of this 
resource.136 This was, then, one of the motors behind the formation of inter-community 
interactions, through which obsidian transferred to communities that were themselves not actively 
taking part in obsidian procurement. Other West Anatolian settlements for which resource 
specialization has been suggested include Coşkuntepe (basalt; Takaoǧlu and Özdemir 2013), Early 
Chalcolithic Kulaksızlar (marble; Takaoǧlu 2004), and most recently Late Neolithic Kömür Burnu 
on the Karaburun Peninsula (basalt; Ç. Çilingiroğlu and Dinçer 2018, 34). Neolithic networks 
should, however, not be seen as directed only by material exchanges. On the one hand, obsidian is 
a convenient fossil of Neolithic interactions, since it can be traced to its source, does not 
decompose, and was a desirable commodity due to its unique properties. On the other hand, the 
                                                 
 
135 Interestingly, there is no evidence for a direct relationship between the early Çukuriçi community and Aegean 
Mesolithic communities: the origins of the early Çukurians seems to have laid in the Neolithic coastal interaction 
sphere, rather than in the Aegean Mesolithic. Cf Horejs et al. 2015 
136 Çukuriçi should obviously not be seen as the only Western Anatolian community sailing to Melos and distributing 
obsidian in the region; indeed, the abandonment of the settlement around 6000 cal BC did not halt the use of Melian 
obsidian at Ulucak and other Early Chalcolithic settlements in the region and beyond. 
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distribution of obsidian may have been a mere by-product of other exchanges and relations 
between the various groups that had settled in Western Anatolia during the early 7th millennium.  
   
6.4.3 The formation of a regional culture?  
Against this background of multiple origins, specializations and networks, material culture 
provides further evidence for increasing contact and exchange between Neolithic communities in 
Western Anatolia during the second half of the 7th millennium (cf. Horejs et al. 2015; Horejs 2016). 
This period saw the gradual appearance of a broader range of ‘small finds’, including sling pellet 
caches, stamp seals, loom weights, greenstone axes, and, during the Early Chalcolithic, 
anthropomorphic vessels. These ‘Neolithic package’ finds connect Central Western Anatolia to a 
wider Neolithic world, spanning Anatolia and Southeastern Europe (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2005 and 
2009a; Lichter 2011; Derin 2014). Important to note is that these ‘package’ objects appeared within 
sequences of local settlement continuity. Striking is the high level of intra-regional and inter-
regional similarity between isolated objects, versus the differences between regions in the total 
package of material culture. At Ulucak V and Yeşilova, for example, stamp seals almost identical 
to stamp seals from Lake District sites such as Bademağacı and Höyücek were found (Derin 2014), 
while there is no evidence for a human figurine tradition comparable to the Late Neolithic of the 
Lake District (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2011). Pottery gained a more clearly defined regional profile during 
the Late Neolithic, with clear differences from the development of the Lake District pottery 
assemblage, although general similarities remained (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2009b; Galik and Horejs 
2011, 87-9).  
Moving beyond the stylistic comparison of artefacts, the increasing amount and diversity 
of material culture and the increasing durability of architecture during the late 7th and early 6th 
millennium also indicates increased materiality of settlement. Especially at Ulucak, there is a 
marked contrast between phase VI, in which there is only very limited evidence for artefacts and 
an apparent absence of pottery, and phase IV, which provides the image of a blooming agrarian 
community practicing a wide range of crafts, obtaining material resources from both local and 
distant sources, having a broad package of artefacts showing links with a wider Neolithic world, 
and having sturdy houses filled with domestic installations and stored goods (see also Derin 2012b 
for Yeşilova). This community had access to both inland and maritime exchange networks, e.g. 
attested by the presence of Melian obsidian and impresso pottery, which is associated with 
maritime exchange networks connecting the Northern Levant, the Aegean and the Western 
Mediterranean (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2010). 
Altogether, in the late 7th millennium, local communities in the Izmir region had formed 
long-term connections to specific settlement locations over the course of several centuries, and 
displayed more evidence for intra-regional similarity and inter-regional contacts. With this 
material evidence for connections between communities, the question is to what extent this means 
that communities became more interdependent during the late 7th and early 6th millennium. 
Networks provided Neolithic communities with relatively rare resources (obsidian, shells), but 
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more so, they provided the inhabitants of small agricultural villages the safety of a social network, 
and it enabled the mobility of people between local communities, leading to the further social 
integration of a regional community.  
While it is tempting to propose peaceful interactions between neighboring communities – 
given seemingly uninterrupted occupation of settlements, the evidence for down-the-line 
exchange, and the homogeneity in material culture, there are also indications for potentially less 
harmonious relations – following a similar pattern as proposed by Clare et al. (2008) for the Lake 
District. Burnt settlement phases were encountered at almost all excavated settlements (Çukuriçi 
X; Ulucak Vb and Va; Ulucak IVb; Yeşilova IV.1),137 and caches of sling pellets were found in 
houses, especially those dating to the end of the 7th millennium (Ulucak Vb and Va; Çukuriçi X; 
see Horejs 2016, 149-51). The transition from Late Neolithic to Early Chalcolithic is marked by 
several drastic changes in settlement layout and material culture, which may indicate a (partial) 
influx of newcomers. And ultimately, the region experienced a widespread disruption of habitation 
sequences around 5700 BCE. While direct causes for the abandonment of settlements remain 
unknown, it most likely constituted a social crisis which largely ended the history of the first 
farming societies in Western Anatolia. 
 
6.5 Conclusions 
From a survey of the available settlement evidence from the Izmir Region, a habitation sequence 
quite similar to the Lake District emerges: there is a handful of early sites, founded during the first 
half of the 7th millennium BCE. These sites have long occupation histories: Ulucak, Çukuriçi and 
Yeşilova were occupied uninterruptedly until about 5800/5700 BCE. What followed was a period 
for which there is at present only very limited evidence for settlement activity in the region (c. 
5700-4000 BCE):138 although at Ulucak, one house dating to c. 5600-5400 BCE was excavated, it 
is only in the Late Chalcolithic (c. 4000-3000 BCE) that the region saw substantial resettlement, 
and many of these sites continue into the Early Bronze Age. Some of these settlements were 
founded on top of Neolithic/Early Chalcolithic mounds.   
Compared to the Lake District, local settlement sequences in the Izmir Region seem more 
continuous, with fewer indications for sudden changes in the build-up of mounds. Still, settlement 
sequences were punctuated by burnt phases, as well as by changes in architectural techniques. 
Especially the late 7th-early 6th millennium seems to have been a period of important changes, 
attested at all excavated sites. This period, which coincides with the transition from Late Neolithic 
to Early Chalcolithic in Anatolia and to the start of the Greek Middle Neolithic (see chapter 10), 
                                                 
 
137 The fact that Ulucak phase Va buildings were burnt in both trenches L13 and N11, shows that this episode of 
burning destroyed at least a significant portion of the settlement. Likewise, the Ulucak IVb fire destroyed all buildings 
in the excavated area. 
138 See e.g. Horejs 2014b, 35: “Our knowledge of the 6th and 5th millennia is still very poor”. 
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saw the increased durability of architecture, a further broadening of artefact assemblages, and more 
evidence for intra and inter-regional contact.  
Considering overall settlement patterns during the Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic in 
Western Anatolia, much remains unknown, due to the limited evidence from surveys and the 
massive landscape changes. It can be assumed that there was a certain degree of demographic 
growth, and that settlement density increased during the second half of the 7th millennium. 
Settlements were located in relative proximity to one another, with a distance to nearest neighbor 
of less than 10 km, although this may be based on only a fraction of the real number of settlements. 
On a more detailed level, Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic settlements show a considerable 
degree of variability, including architectural practices, settlement layout, subsistence practices, and 
material culture. The idea that sites in close proximity to one another automatically represent a 
regional culture needs to be re-examined. Especially when the scenario of leap-frog colonization 
is considered, neighboring sites with different cultural ‘roots’ may have continued to operate 
within different networks, and communities may have fulfilled distinct roles in resource 
procurement. We should, however, not overstate the differences between communities in the Izmir 
region: the distinct origins of early pioneer groups do not seem to have resulted in a long-term 
cultural divide in the region (cf. Horejs 2016; Ç. Çilingiroğlu 2019). Local circumstances partly 
determined the nature of subsistence practices and exchange networks, but in the end, Neolithic 
communities in the Izmir Region were closely connected through long-term social relations and 




CHAPTER 7. CASE STUDY III: THE MARMARA REGION 
 
 
7.1 Setting the scene 
7.1.1 Introduction 
The Marmara region has received archaeological attention in inter-regional studies from relatively 
early on, with researchers such as Mellaart (1960b) and French (1967) describing it as the natural 
meeting point between Anatolia and the Balkans. In the Marmara region, several types of 
landscapes and climatological zones meet, including the Pontic Zone of the Black Sea, the Balkan 
region of Thrace, the North Aegean area of the Troad, and the Anatolian inland plateau of Eskişehir 
– which, via the valley of the Sakarya river, forms a land route to the Central Anatolian Plain (Efe 
2000; Thissen 2000a, 101-4; Seeher 2011; Özdoǧan 2013). The hypothesis that the Marmara 
region served as a ‘bridge’ between the Anatolian and the Balkan Neolithic sparked surface 
exporations in the area, first by French in the 1960s, and later by Özdoǧan in the 1980s. Özdoǧan’s 
surveys identified hundreds of sites from all periods, with an obvious preference for prehistoric 
mounds (e.g. Özdoǧan 1984, 1990; Gatsov and Özdoǧan 1994; Özdoǧan and Gatsov 1998; 
Özdoǧan 1997, 2001a, 2013). 
The regional sequence, and especially the exact dating of the prehistoric remains, remained 
poorly understood until Roodenberg of the Netherlands Institute in Turkey started large-scale 
excavations at Ilıpınar in 1987. The mound yielded so-called ‘Fikirtepe’ material, and therefore 
the site presented the possibility to excavate this material stratigraphically and finally put a 
radiocarbon date to the enigmatic assemblage, which was known since the 1950s from excavations 
in the area of Istanbul – first at type-site Fikirtepe (1952; Bittel 1969/1970), and later at Pendik 
(1960s; Özdoǧan 1983a and 2013). The Ilıpınar project was followed by a shorter and smaller-
scale excavation at Menteşe in the Yenişehir valley. This settlement proved to be partly 
contemporary with Ilıpınar, while its basal levels predate the Ilıpınar sequence by several centuries 
(Roodenberg 1999). Recent excavations at Barcın Höyük (2005-2015; Gerritsen et al. 2013a) and 
Aktopraklık (2004-present; Karul and Avcı 2013) confirm that the Marmara Neolithic developed 
more than half a millennium before the first habitation at Ilıpınar, from c. 6600 BCE, and the larger 
scale of these excavations provides important insights into the way of life of these first Neolithic 
farmers in the region.   
The context of the Neolithization of the Marmara region is formed by the possible existence 
of a Mesolithic/Epi-Palaeolithic culture predating, or just contemporary with, the earliest Neolithic 
in the region. Epi-Palaeolithic industries were found in the coastal areas of the Black Sea, but none 
of these assemblages were dated (Gatsov and Özdoǧan 1994). This group of sites is called ‘Aǧaçlı’, 
after their type-site. Furthermore, some survey sites in the Southern Marmara region are said to 
represent a Pre-Pottery Neolithic presence in the region (Özdoǧan and Gatsov 1998), but these are, 
again, not securely dated. A recent survey find from the area of Istanbul, at the site of 
Küçükçekmece (Aydıngün 2009), has indicated the presence of PPN lithic industries in the region. 
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Although the geographical connection between the Marmara region and the Balkans seems 
to provide the ideal context to study the spread of the Neolithic from Anatolia to Southeastern 
Europe, the question is to what extent there were actual connections in the Neolithic period, and 
how these connections changed over time. Furthermore, the increase in excavated data from the 
region points at significant intra-regional variability in the character and formation of Neolithic 
ways of life, although the interpretation of this variability rests on the careful contextualization of 
similarity and difference. Therefore, it becomes important to gain a closer insight in the habitation 
sequence and development of the Neolithic in the region, and its shifting connections. 
 
 
7.1.2 Geographical setting 
Definition of the study area  
This chapter investigates two areas of the Marmara region. First is the inland South and 
Southeastern Marmara, which includes the valleys of Yenişehir, Orhangazi, and Iznik, as well as 
the lowlands west of Bursa, where lakes Ulubat and Kuş are located. In administrative terms, most 
of this study area lies within the Bursa province. The second study area is formed by the coastal 
Marmara in and around the city of Istanbul. The choice for these study areas is partly guided by 
the boundaries of cultural and landscape zones as known at present, and partly by the 
archaeological research conducted in these areas. The coastal Istanbul area is relatively well 
explored, but the rapid urban development of the city has also most likely destroyed many 
prehistoric sites. Inland, surveys have been a lot less intensive, leading to a low number and density 
of known sites, especially when compared to the situation in the Bulgarian Struma Valley and 
Greek Macedonia (see chapters 8 and 9). Several scholars have suggested some kind of cultural 
contrast between the coastal and inland Marmara during the Neolithic, regarding subsistence 
economies, habitation, aspects of material culture, and origins (e.g. Özdoǧan 1983a, 2011a, 2013; 
Karul 2011). My division of the region into two subregions facilitates the comparison between 




Figure 7.1. Marmara Region: map of the study area. Site numbers correspond to Catalogue III. 
 
Landscape and climate 
The inland parts of Southern and Southeastern Marmara feature mountain ranges, including the 
Uludaǧ and Katırlı mountains, which alternate with low-lying valleys (Kayan 1995, 19-20). The 
region lies in an active tectonic fault zone, and research has shown that seismic events shaped the 
landscape over the past millennia. Altogether, the region has a fragmented yet connected 
landscape, with small valleys connected by mountain passes which are relatively easy to travel. 
Most of these routes are still in use, with main roads connecting Yenişehir to Bursa to the west and 
Orhangazi to the north. West of Bursa, lowlying valleys extend towards the Troad, the Gelibolu 
peninsula, and the North Aegean coast. A pollen core extraced from the Yenişehir basin shows 
that during the Early Holocene, the vegetation was dominated by deciduous oak forest (Bottema 
and Woldring 1995; Bottema, Woldring and Kayan 2001); pollen cores from the sea of Marmara 
(Mudie et al. 2002) have revealed similar patterns. Local studies of wood charcoal at Aktopraklık 
by Schroedter and Nelle (2015) showed that the site was surrounded by mixed deciduous oak 
forest, and showed changes in the selection of fuel and building materials throughout the site’s 
Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic occupation.  
The role of the Sea of Marmara in the palaeo-environment underwent severe changes due 
to fluctuations along two parameters: its sea level and its salinity. In the Early Neolithic, the sea 
level was much lower than it is today,139 and lacustrine to brackish conditions prevailed. The 
                                                 
 




formation of the connection between the Marmara and the Aegean via the Dardanelles resulted in 
a gradual increase in salinity during the 7th and 6th millennia. The connection to the Black Sea, via 
the Bosporus, started to form around the late 8th – early 7th millennium. Current sea levels were 
reached after c. 5500 BCE, although evidence from coastal sites such as Yenikapı show that since 
then, there have still been significant changes to the coastal environment (Algan et al. 2011; see 
Özdoǧan 2013, 168-9 for review and bibliography).  
Although the Sea of Marmara at first glance seems to be the main determining factor in the 
regional environment, its presence is not strongly felt in the inland valleys, where there are 
abundant fresh water sources such as springs, streams, lakes and marshes (e.g. Kayan 1995; 
Groenhuijzen et al. 2015). Today, there are several large lakes in the South and Southeastern 
Marmara, including Lake Iznik, Lake Ulubat and Lake Kuş (or Manyas). Although the exact 
formation processes of these lakes are not fully understood yet, several studies suggest that the 
formation of lakes Kuş and Ulubat occurred during the Early Holocene, when swamps transformed 
into fresh water lakes under the influence of climate change and tectonic activity (Kazancı et al. 
2004). During the Neolithic period, Ilıpınar (at Lake Iznik) and Aktopraklık (at Lake Ulubat) were 
located closer to the lake shores than today (Kayan 1995; Budd et al. 2013), although they cannot 
be regarded as lakeside settlements. There were most likely more lakes or swamps in the region, 
e.g. in the Inegöl and Yenişehir basins (Kayan 1995; Groenhuijzen et al. 2015; Özdoǧan 2013, 
170). 
 
7.2 The data set 
7.2.1 Excavated settlements: chronology and pottery sequence 
For a discussion of the chronology and terminology of the Neolithic and Chalcolithic in the 
Marmara region, the interrelations between three chronological systems have to be taken into 
consideration. First is the culture-historical pottery sequence and associated terminology, second 
is the radiocarbon sequence, and third is the general Anatolian terminology. Insight into prehistoric 
cultures in the Marmara region began with the definition of a ‘Pre-Bronze Age’ culture on the 
basis of finds from Fikirtepe (Bittel 1969/1970; Özdoǧan 1983a); next was the refined insight into 
pottery development and absolute dating at Ilıpınar (Thissen 2000a; Roodenberg and Schier 2001), 
followed by the extension of the regional sequence further back in time via the excavations at 
Menteşe, Aktopraklık, and Barcın (Gerritsen et al. 2013a, 2013b; Gerritsen and Özbal 2016).140 
Taken together, the radiocarbon-dated pottery sequences of Barcın and Ilıpınar form the backbone 
of the chronology of the Marmara region, covering the period 6600-5400 BCE.  
                                                 
 
140 Six sites in the Marmara region were radiocarbon dated: Ilıpınar (64 dates published: Roodenberg and Schier 2001), 
Barcın (29 dates published: Gerritsen et al. 2013a; Weninger et al. 2014), Aktopraklık (2 dates published: Karul and 
Avcı 2011), Menteşe (11 dates published: Roodenberg et al. 2003), Yenikapı (4 dates published: Kızıltan and Polat 
2013), and Yarımburgaz (several dates for layers 5-2, Özdoǧan 2013).  
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For the pottery sequence, these developments mean that what was first generally referred 
to as ‘Fikirtepe pottery’, with characteristic dark surfaces and incised geometric decorations, is 
now discussed by Özdoǧan (2013) as a pottery development from Archaic Fikirtepe to its Classical 
and Advanced stages. The correlation between pottery development and radiocarbon sequences 
has led to the proposal that Archaic Fikirtepe dates to the late 7th millennium, c. 6300/6200-6000 
BCE, while the Classical Fikirtepe phase falls in the early 6th millennium (c. 6000-5800 BCE). 
The next ‘Advanced’ Fikirtepe phase (c. 5800-5700 BCE) refers to a horizon of pottery with 
excised geometric motifs, encountered at the Yarımburgaz cave (Özdoǧan 2013, 176-8). At 
Ilıpınar, Yarımburgaz 4 style pottery was found in layers VIII-VII, although the execution of the 
style differs (Thissen 2000a and 2001). Post-dating the three Fikirtepe stages is ‘Ilıpınar VA’, 
dated to c. 5700-5600 BCE, which is comparable to Hacılar I and Kuruçay 7 (Thissen 2008).141  
It is now known that Archaic Fikirtepe was preceded by at least three centuries of Pottery 
Neolithic presence in the region (c. 6600-6300/6200 BCE). So far, this phase has only been attested 
through excavation, at Menteşe Basal, and most notably Barcın Höyük VIe-d2/3. These strata, 
radiocarbon-dated to the period 6600-6300, yielded monochrome pottery going through a 
development from thick-walled to thin-walled pottery, from light surface colors to darker colors, 
and from a shape repertoire limited to hole-mouth jars to a shape repertoire including hole-mouth 
jars, S-shaped profiles, a range of handle and lug types, as well as square boxes. Furthermore, the 
pottery increased substantially in quantity, with very few sherds during phase VIe to its common 
use during phase VId2/3 (Gerritsen et al. 2013b). 
Comparing these insights into the regional chronology to the general Anatolian 
terminology, the sequence of Barcın starts towards the end of the Early Neolithic, while the later 
stages of Barcın and Archaic Fikirtepe correspond to the Late Neolithic. The Classical Fikirtepe 
Culture and the entire Ilıpınar sequence fall into the Anatolian Early Chalcolithic (after c. 6000 
BCE). Early Ilıpınar and Classical Fikirtepe are, however, often referred to as Neolithic (cf. Schoop 
2005b and 2011; see Roodenberg 1995). Similar to the Lake District and the Izmir Region, the 
transition between Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic falls within an overall cultural continuity 
from around 6500 to 5600/5500 BCE. For the period 5500-5000 BCE, very few dates are available, 
which corresponds to a general decline in settlement activity in the region during the early stages 
of the Anatolian Middle Chalcolithic, which will be further discussed below. A type site for this 
period is Toptepe, located in Turkish Thrace on the Marmara Coast, which yielded a regional 
version of Karanovo IV-type wares (Özdoǧan et al. 1991; Özdoǧan 2013, 178-9).  
 
  
                                                 
 
141 This horizon is not referred to in survey reports by Özdoǧan, but Thissen (2000a, 122) has recognized this type of 
pottery at two mounds in the plain of Pazaryeri (Kınık and Pazaryeri II), Southeast of Inegöl.  
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Table 7.1. Marmara Region: chronological chart of excavated settlements. 
 
7.2.2 Survey research: settlement types and distribution 
The Marmara region was surveyed by several researchers between the late 1940s and the 1980s. 
A key publication for the early stages of survey is French’s 1967 article, which contains 
information about 26 prehistoric mounds in the lake basins of Inegöl, Iznik, and Yenişehir. Some 
of these mounds were already visited by Kökten in 1948, Bittel in 1955, and Mellaart in 1960, 
while French identified several new mounds. For lack of excavated and dated pottery sequences 
from the region, French relied on the Southwest Anatolian sequences of Hacılar and Beycesultan 
for assigning the pottery he encountered to a tentative chronology. ‘Fikirtepe pottery’, which was 
already known through excavations at Fikirtepe, Pendik and Demircihöyük, was encountered on 
four mounds – Ilıpınar, Barcın (then called Yenişehir II), Menteşe, and Marmaracık.  
In 1982-1989, Mehmet Özdoǧan led a longer and larger-scale survey project.142 Surveys 
were mostly focused on Turkish Thrace and the Gelibolu Peninsula. Low-intensity surveys were 
                                                 
 
142 References: Özdoǧan 1983b, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988, 1989, 1990. See also Özdoǧan 2001a and 2013 for an 
overview of the results. 
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carried out in the valleys of the South and Southeast Marmara. In 1984, Özdoǧan’s team visited 
the Iznik and Yenişehir basins. Özdoǧan (1985, 141) confirmed French’ results, reporting that 
Ilıpınar, Barcın, Menteşe and Marmaracık yielded Fikirtepe pottery, and he added Höyücek to this 
list. Moreover, Özdoǧan’s team identified a number of possible Epipalaeolithic sites, mostly 
located along the Black Sea coast (Gatsov and Özdoǧan 1994), as well as sites with a possible Pre 
Pottery Neolithic date in the South Marmara (Özdoǧan and Gatsov 1998). More recently, Dinçer 
carried out surveys in the mountainous areas south of Bursa (Dinçer 2010). Besides Palaeolithic 
sites, he identifidied several caves with Neolithic and Chalcolithic pottery. In the area of Istanbul, 
recent surveys focused mainly on the hinterland of the European side of the city (Aydıngün 2010; 
Aydıngün and Güldoğan 2011). Both mounds and caves were investigated, dating between the 
Palaeolithic and the Bronze Age.143  
Altogether, most areas of the study region were surveyed, although there are differences in 
the scale and intensity of the investigations. Generally, plains were more thoroughly investigated 
than mountainous areas and hillsides, and in the plains, the emphasis was mostly on visible 
mounds. The combined picture provisionally shows three types of sites dating to the 7th and 6th 
millennia: mounds, flat sites, and caves. The dating of survey sites is coarse-grained, since most 
surveys were carried out before detailed excavated pottery sequences were available. Özdoǧan’s 
surveys generally distinguished between ‘Fikirtepe’ (late 7th-early 6th millennium) and 
‘Yarımburgaz 4’ (second quarter of the 6th millennium) pottery. Furthermore, Özdoǧan (2013, 
n.22) explains that several sites in Thrace and the Southern Marmara were initially assigned to the 
‘Fikirtepe culture’ on the basis of general similarities, for lack of excavated assemblages for these 
regions. Now, these regions are known to yield pottery more closely resembling Late Neolithic 
Red Slipped and Burnished Wares from Western Anatolia, which places them in a different 
cultural sphere than the Eastern Marmara, at least until the early 6th millennium (Karul 2011; 
Özdoǧan 2013, 197-8; Yalçıklı 2014).  
Ten sites in the data set can be classified as mounds. Mounds are generally of modest size, 
with heights within a rang of five meters and diameters of 150-200 meters. The occupation history 
of excavated mounds shows possible scenarios for mound formation: besides Neolithic and Early 
Chalcolithic occupation layers, the mounds of Barcın, Menteşe, and Ilıpınar yielded Late 
Chalcolithic, Early Bronze Age, and later remains. Just like in the other Anatolian study regions, 
it is therefore possible that more known (prehistoric) mounds were actually founded in the 
Neolithic period. Indeed, French’ survey in the Southeastern Marmara (French 1967) investigated 
many more mounds similar in size and shape to Barcın, Menteşe and Ilıpınar; it is possible that 
Neolithic layers did not produce surface material because they were sealed by later deposits. Such 
sites include Inegöl I and II, as well as mounds in the area of the Iznik Lake. Excavations at Early 
                                                 
 
143 Site information was also published in the online TAY-database (www.tayproject.org), which combines published 




Bronze Age Hacılartepe, located in close proximity to Ilıpınar, however, did not yield Neolithic or 
Early Chalcolithic remains (Eimermann 2008). 
Evidence from the coastal areas of Istanbul shows that flat sites were present as well, 
including Fikirtepe and Yenikapı. These sites were found by chance during infrastructural projects. 
Yenikapı, located under one of Istanbul’s ancient harbors, draws attention to the fact that many 
coastal sites must now lie several meters below sea level (Kızıltan and Polat 2013). Pendik, located 
in a similar coastal environment, is generally classified as a mound (cf. Özdoǧan 1983a). This 
indicates that the classification of flat site may refer more often to present-day appearance than to 
the actual build-up of Neolithic settlement strata. Several sites in the Southern Marmara were 
classified as flat sites, and generally yielded surface scatters of lithics (Özdoǧan and Gatsov 1998). 
Since these sites were not excavated, it is not known how deeply stratified these sites are. 
The use of non-plain landscape zones is evidenced by several cave sites with Neolithic-
Early Chalcolithic material (Aydıngün 2009; Dinçer 2010; Yalçıklı 2014). Caves do not seem to 
have functioned as habitation sites, but rather as places for ceremonial activities (e.g. Özdoǧan 
2013, 177 on Yarımburgaz cave), or for (seasonal) economic activities such as herding or resource 
procurement. Besides pottery, caves did not yield structural remains – to which we should add that 
only in one cave, Yarımburgaz, excavations were carried out (Özdoǧan 2001d and 2013, 176-178). 
  
7.2.3 Settlement patterns: chronological development 
Leaving the discussion of Epipalaeolithic and Pre-Pottery Neolithic settlements and settlement 
patterns for the Synthesis and Discussion (7.4), 29 sites date between the earliest pottery Neolithic 
in the region and the end of the Early Chalcolithic (6600-5600 BCE). The density of occupation 
during this period is difficult to assess, since the overall low number of known sites suggests that 
a significant portion of settlements remains unknown. Some micro regions, however, provide some 
insight into the distance to nearest neighbor. In the Yenişehir valley, an inland plain of c. 35x10 
km, Barcın (6600-6000 BCE) and Menteşe (6400-5600 BCE) have partly overlapping settlement 
histories, and are located c. 7 km apart. A third Neolithic settlement, Marmaracık, is located on 
the Western end of the valley. Marmaracık has only been investigated by surface survey; the 
presence of Fikirtepe wares suggests occupation during the early 6th millennium (French 1967), 
which would mean contemporaneity with the later stages of occupation at Menteşe. This means 
that the valley contained (at least) two settlements for most of the Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic 
sequence. In the Southern Marmara, Yılanlık and Taraçcı were located c. 3 km apart, but this is a 
rare case of settlements in such close proximity to one another – generally, nearest neighbors are 
more than 10 km apart. These examples show that the fragmented nature of landscapes in the 
inland Southern and Southeastern Marmara may have resulted in settlement patterns characterized 
by small clusters of settlements. The coastal Marmara reveals a pattern of regularly spaced coastal 
settlements: Yenikapı, Fikirtepe, Pendik and Tuzla lie c. 10 km apart, and they too may have 
formed a coherent cluster of sites, although again, the lack of detailed settlement sequences 




Figure 7.2. Marmara Region: phase map of sites in the inland area (South and Southeast Marmara region). 
 
Figure 7.3. Marmara Region: phase map of the coastal area. 
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7.3 Key sites: investigating settlement and community 
 
7.3.1 South and Southeast Marmara 
Introduction: farming communities in the Marmara Region 
Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic communities in the Southern and Southeastern Marmara region 
are represented by the excavated settlements of Ilıpınar, Menteşe, Aktopraklık C, Aktopraklık B, 
and Barcın Höyük. Together, these sites span the entire sequence from the earliest Pottery 
Neolithic in the region (c. 6600 BCE) to the beginning of the Middle Chalcolithic (c. 5500 BCE).  
Archaeobotanical and archaeozoological investigations at these sites revealed that 
agriculture and animal husbandry were practiced throughout the sequence. The earliest Neolithic 
package in the region, attested at Barcın, contained domesticated cattle, sheep and goat, as well as 
a range of domesticated crops, including emmer, einkorn, barley, chick pea, lentil and pea 
(Gerritsen et al. 2013a and 2013b; Arbuckle et al. 2014; Balcı et al. 2019). Remarkable is the 
dominance of domesticated cattle from the beginning of the sequence onwards – contemporary 
settlements in Central Anatolia did not yield convincing evidence for the presence of domesticated 
cattle (Arbuckle et al. 2014). The subsistence practices during the 600-year occupation sequence 
of the settlement included the use of dairy products, as evidenced by the presence of milk lipids in 
pottery from phase VIe onwards (Thissen et al. 2010; Özbal et al. 2014). Dairy residues have been 
attested at later settlements in the Marmara region as well, including Ilıpınar, Menteşe (Evershed 
et al. 2008), and Pendik (H. Özbal et al. 2014). At Menteşe, cattle had a dominant position during 
the first period of occupation (stratum 3) (Gourichon and Helmer 2008). This pattern initially 
continued at Ilıpınar, while a striking change was formed by the introduction of domesticated pig 
after the first period of occupation (c. 5800 BCE) (Buitenhuis 1995 and 2008; Çakırlar 2013, 68-
70). This, again, sets the Marmara Region apart from other regions in Western Anatolia, such as 
the Izmir Region and the Lake District, where domesticated pig was present from the earliest 
Neolithic onwards (Arbuckle et al. 2014). 
Stored crops were found in all periods, e.g. at Barcın VId1 (c. 6500-6400 BCE) and Ilıpınar 
X (c. 6000 BCE) (Van Zeist and Waterbolk-van Rooyen 1995). Since the scale of agrarian 
production is difficult to assess on the basis of archaeobotanical remains alone, additional evidence 
for the intensification of agricultural production through time is provided by the large number of 
storage containers and cereal processing installations found at Ilıpınar VI (c. 5700 BCE), 
contrasted with the much more limited indoor storage volumes found for the earlier phases X-IX 
(Roodenberg 2012). 
The exploitation of wild resources formed an addition to the Neolithic subsistence 
economy. The proportion of wild animals was limited at Barcın (6600-6000 BCE), but was higher 
at Ilıpınar (6000-5500 BCE), up to 22% of the animal bone assemblage (NF) during phase X 
(Buitenhuis 1995 and 2008; Çakırlar 2013). The role of fishing was seemingly limited, although 
this may be a sampling bias – the presence of fish hooks at Barcın and Ilıpınar is indicative of 
fishing practices. Marine and lacustrine molluscs and land snails were gathered throughout the 
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Neolithic, with most detailed studies available for Ilıpınar (Buitenhuis 2008; see also Çakırlar 
2013). Gathered wild plants and fruits included fig, bramble, and hazelnut (Cappers 2008). 
An additional source of information for Neolithic subsistence economies is the human bone 
material. An isotope study at Aktopraklık (Budd et al. 2013) has shown that throughout the 
Neolithic, skeletons at Aktopraklık showed a mainly terrestrial profile. This goes against the idea, 
initially presented by the excavators, that the inhabitants of Aktopraklık C were foragers, 
exploiting lake resources and the forest zone (Karul and Avcı 2011, 2). Budd et al. argue that the 
limited contribution of wild resources to the Late Neolithic diet at Aktopraklık C shows that rather 
than representing a community ‘in transition’ between foraging and farming, the early stages of 
Aktopraklık C represent fully-fledged farmers, most likely of non-local origin, hardly making use 
of wild resources available in the vicinity of the site. This finding is significant for the 




Location and stratigraphy 
Barcın Höyük, a low mound in the middle of the Yenişehir Valley, was excavated by the 
Netherlands Institute in Turkey between 2007 and 2015 (Gerritsen et al. 2013a).144 The top of the 
mound lies at c. 229 m asl (see Figure 7.4),  rising about 3 m above the level of the plain; its basal 
layers lie at 223.00-224.00 m asl, 3 m below the level of the plain. Geomorphological research by 
Groenhuijzen et al. (2015) has shown that the earliest settlement was founded on a natural rise in 
the valley, in close proximity to a retreating lake or marsh. 
The upper strata of the mound consist of poorly preserved Late Chalcolithic (Gerritsen et 
al. 2010) and Bronze Age remains, while the mound was used as a cemetery during the Byzantine 
period (Roodenberg 2009). The Neolithic layers form a 4.5 m thick deposit lying on virgin soil. 
The Neolithic settlement is estimated to have been around half a hectare large (c. 5000 m2), of 
which 400-600 m2 was excavated (c. 10%; trenches L10-L14; M10-M13). The Neolithic 
occupation of Barcın Höyük is divided into five pottery phases, from VIa (youngest) to VIe 
(oldest). Levels VIa to VIc were badly distubed by a large number of Middle Chalcolithic and 
Bronze Age pits; the VId to VIe levels were much better preserved, yielding detailed information 
about architectural practices and settlement organization. 
  
                                                 
 
144 The excavation project started in 2005 under the supervision of Jacob Roodenberg (see Roodenberg et al. 2008). 
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Phase Period Date Site description 
Structure 
numbers 
VIe Early Neolithic 6600-6500 BCE 
Two rectilinear post buildings excavated. 





Burnt row of rooms excavated, overlying phase 
VIe architecture. Settlement enclosed by a 
palisade/wall. 
2a, 2b, 19, 
21 
VId2/3 6400-6300 BCE Row of rooms excavated, overlying phase VId1. 3, 4, 10, 15 
VIc 6300-6200 BCE 
Occupation layers disturbed by pits; several 
house plans excavated. 
9, 14 
VIb 6200-6100 BCE 
Occupation layers disturbed by pits; some 
partial house plans excavated. 
5, 11, 13 






Several large pits dug through Neolithic strata; 




Va Late Chalcolithic Early 4th mill. BCE Pits? - 




Early 2nd mill. BCE One building excavated; pits. - 
II Roman N/A Surface finds. - 
I Byzantine 9th-11th cent. CE Cemetery. - 
Table 7.3. Barcın Höyük: occupation sequence. 
 
 
Figure 7.4. Barcın Höyük: trench plan and elevation map.  
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Architecture and settlement layout: phases VIe to VIc (c. 6600-6200 BCE) 
The main architectural sequence for the early phases of Barcın Höyük was found in a 4 meter wide 
and 20 meter long area, running approximately east-west through trenches M11, M10, and L10. 
Four main architectural phases were found here, covering pottery phases VIe to VIc (see Figures 
7.5 and 7.8). For phases VId2/3 to VIc, there was a second area with architecture further to the 
south, although these buildings were only partially excavated (Gerritsen and Özbal 2016).  
 
 
Figure 7.5. Barcın Höyük: schematic E-W section through the architecture row, from trenches L10/L11 to M10/M11. 
Note that Structure 4 continues beyond the excavated area, which leaves the possibility that this structure was 
comparable in size to Structure 15. 
 
The first architectural phase in the architecture row dates to the very earliest occupation of 
the site. This phase, VIe (6600-6500 BCE) yielded plans of two rectilinear buildings, Structures 
24 and 25, built in an agglutinated fashion sharing one of their short walls (Figure 7.6). The remains 
of these buildings consisted of three rows of postholes. The size of the posts could not always be 
determined, perhaps partly due to the removal of posts after the buildings had fallen into disuse. 
In some cases, however, a distinction was observed between posthole fill, compact clay packing 
around the post, and the imprint of the actual decayed post. In these cases, post diameters of 15-
25 cm have been recorded, while postholes could be up to 45 cm in diameter. The three rows of 
E-W postholes exposed show inter-post spaces of between 30 and 100 cm for the Northern and 
Southern row, while on the central axis of the buildings, posts are much more widely spaced  - up 
to 2 meters. The short N-S walls show more closely spaced posts as well, and the short walls 
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Figure 7.6. Barcın Höyük: plan of the phase VIe architecture. 
 
The interpretation of these buildings, including their construction and their function, 
presents several difficulties. Other than postholes, no wall remains or construction debris were 
found. The structures are associated with white phytolith surfaces, which seem to have formed 
around the standing posts. The fact that these surfaces continued beyond the northern and 
especially the southern rows of posts, shows that these post rows should not be regarded as the 
(closed) walls of the buildings. Several possibilities can be considered. First, it is possible that the 
wooden framework was the inner skeleton of a building with walls located further towards the 
north and south. A second possibility is that the posts represent stilts, supporting raised living 
platforms, and that what we see on the ground represents activities underneath these platforms. A 
third possibility is that these were semi-open constructions, perhaps not used for regular domestic 
purposes. 
The interior of the buildings does not provide a lot of evidence for domestic activities, 
although several pyrotechnical features were found. Especially in Structure 24, irregularly shaped 
fire pits were large, located in between the posts of the central axis. Other installations included a 
double pit feature, possibly for placing baskets or containers of unbaked clay. Other than these 
features, the buildings contained very few finds. Chipped and ground stone and worked bone 
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occurred in low quantities. Pottery was likewise scarce but present (Gerritsen et al. 2013b). 
Microarchaeological sampling has indicated differences between Structures 24 and 25, with the 
surfaces in Structure 24 generally cleaner than those in Structure 25 (R. Özbal in prep.). 
While the exact construction of the phase VIe buildings remains unclear, it is significant 
that in the following occupation phases, VId1-VIc, new architecture was vertically superimposed 
to Structures 24 and 25, following the same orientation and building layout. The architecture of 
phase VId1 consisted of a row of four connected rooms: Structures 2b and 19 were of equal size 
(c. 21 m2), as were Structures 21 and 2a (c. 10-12 m2) (Figure 7.7). Structurally, Structures 2b and 
19 were prior to 21 and 2a, as these smaller structures made use of the walls of the larger rooms. 
The row of rooms had two main phases of occupation: an earlier, unburnt phase, and a later, burnt 
phase, which marked the end of this architectural phase. The burnt phase was well-preserved and 
yielded detailed insights into the construction and interior organization of the rooms. The earlier, 
unburnt phase, by contrast, yielded few in situ finds, and few remains of domestic installations. 
Floors of the earlier phase seem to have been simple floors of beaten earth, with the exception of 
the early phase of Structure 19, which yielded a floor of evenly spread pulverized red material 
(Gerritsen and Özbal 2016). The second occupation phase of the row of rooms was marked by 
several structural changes, including the narrowing and closing of entrances, and the construction 
of suspended wooden platforms or floors in Structures 2a and 21. Furthermore, several new 
domestic installations were constructed, including ovens in Structures 2b and 19, a hearth in 
Structure 21, and a fire box and storage boxes in Structure 2a.   
 
Figure 7.7. Barcın Höyük: architecture of phase VId1, late (burnt) stage.  
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After a certain period without architecture on this location, phase VId2/3 yielded several 
rooms overlying the burnt structure row, but with slightly different sizes and placement. First, two 
small and narrow rooms, Structures 3 and 10, yielded a large number of tools left on their last 
surface. The fact that these tools seem quite heavy-duty (piles of hammer stones, raw materials for 
pigment production) suggests that these were workshops rather than living rooms (Gerritsen et al. 
2013a, 96 and fig. 8). Also, their small size and lack of household installations for storage and 
food preparation supports such an interpretation. Structure 15, which had a poorly preserved 
interior, was similar in size layout to earlier Structures 2b and 19, which could indicate that 
Structure 15 can be regarded as a ‘living room’. East of Structure 10 lies Structure 4, which was 
not completely excavated. It is therefore uncertain if it matches Structure 15 in size. Still, there are 
some indications that this room may have had a more ‘domestic’ function than Structures 3 and 
10. First, the habitation surfaces are much finer and cleaner, and attest a long period of use (25 cm 
of superimposed floor levels, covering phases VId2/3 to VIc); second, heavy tools were not found; 
and third, several baby burials were placed along the west wall of the structure - baby burials are 
also associated with the walls of Structure 15, whereas in Structures 3 and 10, no baby burials were 
found.  
During phase VIc, Structure 14 was built over Structure 15, preserving a similar size and 
layout, but again, the interior of this building was poorly preserved, and only one standing wall 
fragment was exposed. It seems that Structure 14 was freestanding, as no neighboring rooms were 
encountered: a thick deposit of yellow loam sealed the area east of Structure 14. Additional 
architectural finds come from trench M10: a partially excavated building, Structure 9, shows 
changes in building orientation and perhaps settlement expansion, since it was built over the earlier 
ditch and boundary wall.  
The architectural sequence from phase VIe to phase VIc presents a contiuous development: 
Structures 24, 25 (phase VIe), 2b and 19 (VId1), 15 and 4 (VId3) and 14 (VIc) preserve a similar 
layout, size (22-29 m2), and orientation. It does not seem too farfetched to identify these structures 
as essentially 'domestic' buildings. The similarities between smaller Structures 21 and 2a (phase 
VId1) and 3 and 10 (VId3) are less striking. While Structures 3 and 10 can be quite narrowly 
defined as annex-workshop spaces, such an interpretation would not do justice to the multiple 
functions and practices associated with Structures 2a and 21, including evidence for storage, 
heating, crafts, and ritual practices (Gerritsen et al. 2013b; Gerritsen and Özbal 2016).145 The 
subsequent phases of the architecture row suggest a close and continuous relationship between 
generations of inhabitants during the first centuries of occupation. Continuities in building 
principles included the use of two large posts on central axis and the entrance through the long 
side of the building. Changes in construction practices included the use of thinner posts during 
                                                 
 
145 Evidence for unusual practices was found in Structure 2a, including a concentration of horn cores, a floor board 
with a human footprint, and a complete cattle skull placed under the floor (Gerritsen and Özbal 2016). 
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phases VId1-VIc, as well as the introduction of wall foundation trenches and the use of daub. 
Furthermore, all buildings provided evidence for maintenance (multiple floor levels and wall 
plasterings), and alterations (closing of entrances, construction of suspended floors, addition of 
installations), suggesting investment into their durability.  
Several insights into the spatial organization of the settlement during phases VIe-VIc can 
be presented. First, the architecture row seems to have been located on the edge of the settlement: 
the area north of the row seems to have been largely empty, containing several rows of postholes, 
and this area was further bounded by a ditch, and later by a palissade, possibly enclosing the 
settlement (Gerritsen and Özbal 2016, 201-2). A possibility is that in this area, animals were kept. 
Second, for phases VId-VIc, there is evidence for the use of the area immediately south of the 
rooms as an ‘annex’ area. This 1-1.5 m wide area in front of the row of rooms, which may have 
been fenced or partly roofed, contained evidence for domestic activities, e.g. in the form of a cluster 
of small hearths exposed in the area south of Structure 4. South of these annexes, a more 
‘communal’ open area can be identified, which contained both evidence for domestic activities 
(basins, a large outdoor oven) and evidence for communal ritual (human burials).   
 
Figure 7.8. Barcın Höyük: outline of vertically superimposed structures in the architecture row, phases VIe-VIc. 
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Architecture and spatial organization: phases VIb and VIa (c. 6200-6000 BCE) 
After several centuries of stability in settlement layout during phases VIe-VIc, a shift in settlement 
organization occurred in phase VIb. The three houses securely dated to this phase, Structures 5, 13 
and 11, were freestanding structures, oriented NW-SE, built in areas used as open courts during 
phase VIe-VIc. At least two of these buildings, Structures 5 and 13, had a small annex on the NW 
side of the house (Figure 7.9). The settlement context of these buildings is poorly known due to 
major disturbance by pits, but features included at least outdoor round ovens with pebble floors, 
as well as outdoor pebble surfaces associated with houses. The practice of burying the dead within 
the settlement continued, with several graves excavated in courtyard spaces and cutting abandoned 
buildings. 
Although the changes in settlement layout can be correlated with a number of changes in 
material culture and economy, it is clear that the houses of phase VIb were indebted to the 
construction techniques developed during earlier stages of occupation. The construction of post 
row walls with foundation trenches continued, as did the concept of a living room paired with an 
annex. Building size did not change, and the plan of the houses is essentially similar to the plan of 
the larger ‘living rooms’ of phases VId1-VIc. Furthermore, it seems that the concept of 
freestanding houses already developed during phase VIc (Structure 14; see Figure 7.8). 
 
 
Figure 7.9. Barcın Höyük: plan of Structure 5 of phase VIb. From Gerritsen et al. 2013, 106, fig. 9. 
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Abandonment and reoccupation: phase Vb (c. 5600-5500 BCE) 
The Barcın VIa settlement was abandoned for unknown reasons - its preservation is too poor to 
understand its character and its abandonment. The first evidence for re-occupation of the mound 
dates to the beginning of the Middle Chalcolithic. Pottery was found in several pit contexts, which 
is one of the reasons that this phase was recognized more in the laboratory than in the field. 
Preliminary results indicate major changes in the pottery assemblage, and it is proposed that 





The mound of Ilıpınar, located near a spring approximately one kilometer from the Neolithic 
shoreline of Lake Iznik (Roodenberg 1995; Kayan 1995), was excavated by Jacob Roodenberg of 
the Netherlands Institute in Turkey between 1987 and 2002.146 Sixteen field seasons investigated 
over 2000 m2 of the c. 1 ha large and 7 m high mound, which altogether yielded a 5-7 m thick 
deposit dating to the period 6000-5500 BCE. The site was published in three volumes, which 
covered all aspects of the excavation and the find material (Roodenberg (ed) 1995; Roodenberg 
and Thissen (eds) 2001; Roodenberg and Alpaslan-Roodenberg (eds) 2008). The combination of 
systematic excavation, radiocarbon dating and final publication makes Ilıpınar the benchmark for 
the regional sequence of the first half of the 6th millennium. 
 
Stratigraphic sequence and architectural development 
The Ilıpınar sequence started towards the end of the Barcın sequence, around 6000 BCE, which 
corresponds to the very end of the Anatolian Late Neolithic. The site was occupied throughout the 
Early Chalcolithic, with uninterrupted occupation until c. 5600 BCE (phases X-VA). For nearly 
all phases, architecture was exposed extensively, showing a development of freestanding mud and 
wood buildings (X-VIII) to chained mud brick houses (VI-VA). After a short hiatus, a cluster of 
pit dwellings attests to possible seasonal occupation around 5550 BCE (phase VB). The site was 
then abandoned again until it was used as a cemetery during the Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze 
Age.  
  
                                                 
 
146 Then called the Netherlands Historical-Archaeological Institute. The site was discovered during French’ surveys 
in the 1960s (French 1967), and Özdoǧan revisited the site (Özdoǧan 2001a). 
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Phase Date (BCE) Description 
X 6000-5900 Post-wall and mud-slab architecture, radial pattern. Three habitation layers. 
IX 5900-5800 Post-wall and mud-slab architecture, radial pattern. 
VIII 5800-5700 Post-wall and mud-slab architecture, radial pattern 
VII 5700-5650 Sparse information suggests that mud slab buildings continued to be buillt. 
VI 5650-5600 
Mud-brick architecture, two storeys, chained circular pattern, boundary 
buildings. 
VA 5600-5550 
Mud-brick architecture, interior buttresses, possibly a chained pattern. Four 
habitation layers. 
HIATUS 




early 4th mill. BCE 





Cemetery; pithos burials 
Table 7.4. Ilıpınar: occupation sequence. 
 
 




Spatial organization and construction techniques: phases X to VIII (6000-5800 BCE) 
A sequence of houses from phases X to VIII, covering the first two centuries after the foundation 
of the settlement, was excavated in the ‘Big Square’, a 20 x 20 m area on the NE side of the mound. 
Fifteen excavation plans were published for this area (Roodenberg 1995; Roodenberg 2008a), 
which more or less correspond to fifteen architectural phases, and together form a c. 4 m thick 
deposit (Gérard 2001; Roodenberg 2008a). Houses were generally free-standing and measured 
between 20 and 30 m2. The earliest phases, X/1 to X/3, are represented by a couple of house plans 
only. After a fire burnt down at least one Phase X/3 house, Phases IX and VIII yielded a large 
number of superimposed house plans. Roodenberg (2001, 2008) divided the architectural remains 
found in the Big Square into four ‘complexes’, which were not all inhabited at the same time: 
complexes II and III yielded several superimposed plans of phase IX, while complexes I and IV 
yielded plans of phase VIII (Figure 7.11).147  
 
 
Figure 7.11. Ilıpınar: four clusters (I-IV) of vertically superimposed house plans in the Big Square, phases IX-VIII. 
From Roodenberg 1995, 64, fig. 10. 
                                                 
 
147 Not all house plans represented on the excavation plans were individually numbered in the final publication. 
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While this suggests regularity in construction practices and house replacement, a closer 
look at the houses reveals a great deal of variability in construction techniques and building layout. 
Although mud and wood were the basic building materials throughout phases X-VIII, walls were 
built in a range of techniques, including the use of cut mud slabs, as well as rows of thin posts 
coated with thick layers of loam (Roodenberg 2008a; Coockson 2008). The so-called ‘post walls’, 
which consisted of closely spaced thin uprights, had foundation trenches, similar to the 
construction techniques used at Barcın between 6500 and 6000 BCE. Another wall construction 
technique was formed by the use of cut mud slabs as a wall foundation, in which wooden stakes 
were placed – and this practice was also attested at Menteşe stratum 3 (Roodenberg et al. 2003). 
In several cases, it was found that houses were built on a foundation layer of loam, which most 
likely protected against moisture. The phase VIII architecture in complexes I and IV of the Big 
Square yielded preserved wooden floors. These were constructed by arranging flat floor boards 
over a couple of cross beams. Whether this is a novelty of this phase, is not entirely clear – it is 
possible that earlier buildings had such floors as well. 
House interiors were, with a couple of exceptions, poorly preserved. This may be partly 
explained by the abovementioned suspended wooden floors: floors of beaten earth, clay, or 
plastered floors are easier to trace than entirely disintegrated and collapsed suspended wooden 
floors without mud plastering. A relatively well-preserved building interior is ‘mud-slab building 
2’ dating to phase X/2.148 The house was not burnt, but still a clear plan of a rectilinear house with 
mud walls, carried by flat wooden planks, and an annex was found. The house interior yielded a 
hearth or oven in the SW corner. The annex area, c. 2 x 5.5 m large and demarcated by rows of 
thin posts, contained a large number of pots, basket-bins, and tools, suggesting that it was used as 
a work and storage area for this particular household. A burnt house from the following phase X/3 
was studied in detail (Coockson 2008; Figure 7.12). The house was built on top of a leveling layer 
of loam. Imprints in burnt pieces of daub showed that posts were held together by ropes. Two thick 
roof supports were found on the central axis of the house. Interior installations included a platform 
with an oven, a grinding installation, storage bins, and a clay table attached to one of the posts. 
Selected finds were published, including a concentration of beads, a large bovine figurine, and a 
piece of textile (Roodenberg 2008a).  
The number of superimposed architectural phases (15), combined with the total duration 
of the X-VIII settlement phases (200-300 years), suggests that houses had a lifespan of less than 
20 years. Roodenberg (2008a, 11) associated the vertical superimposition of house plans with the 
transfer of household property over generations. Indeed, during the first centuries of occupation, 
there seems to have been a close relationship between individual households and the houses they 
inhabited. Generally, the settlement had a radial settlement structure, but the exact positioning of 
houses on their house plots reveals a level of pragmatism which can possibly be linked to the 
                                                 
 
148 In a later publication, Roodenberg (2012) referred to this house as House 95H1. 
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individual construction of these buildings. Adding to this interpretation is the uniqueness of each 






















Figure 7.12. Ilıpınar: the burnt house from phase X/3. 
After Coockson 2008, 172, fig. 1. 
 
 
Changes in spatial organization and construction techniques: phases VII-VA (5700-5600 
BCE) 
However stable the settlement pattern between 6000 and 5700 BCE may have been, changes 
started to occur during transitional phase VII (5700-5650 BCE), culminating in radical changes to 
the village plan and construction techniques in phase VI (5650-5600 BCE). Architecture of phases 
VI and VA was excavated on the West flank of the mound; Gérard (2001) presented the sequence 
of phases VI and VA in detail, subdividing these phases further in one phase VI level and four 
phase VA levels. The preceding phase VII was generally poorly represented: in the Big Square, 
remains of two mudslab buildings were found in trench X13 (Roodenberg 1995), which suggests 
that there was continuity of phase X-VIII construction techniques. The excavated sequence of the 
West flank suggested a certain degree of continuity in  the use of space between phases VII and 
VI, especially in the use of open courtuard areas (Gérard 2001). This suggests that the changes in 
site planning and architectural techniques seen in phase VI may have been the outcome of a more 
gradual process of change; perhaps phase VII architecture was not found because it was covered 
by the burnt phase VI houses. 
The changes of phase VI are most apparent in construction techniques and settlement 
layout and planning (Figure 7.13). Houses were now built out of mud brick, and they were built in 
a chained fashion, in a curving row seemingly enclosing the settlement. Based on the curve of the 
row of excavated houses, it seems that the settlement was an oval shaped area of around 90 x 110 
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m, but it is not clear whether this row would have been fully closed. The phase VI houses, 20 of 
which were excavated, were well preserved due to a heavy fire that seems to have destroyed the 
whole village at once. It was shown that the area enclosed by these ‘boundary buildings’ was not 
devoid of habitation: several partially excavated houses west of the row of boundary buildings 
suggest that there was another row or cluster of houses within the enclosed area (Gérard 2001, fig. 
11). In between these two residential areas, an open space revealed traces of fences as well as 









































Figure 7.13. Ilıpınar: plan of phase VI. 






The burnt and collapsed houses of phase VI were meticuously excavated, allowing for the 
detailed study of construction techniques and house interiors (Gérard 2001; Coockson 2008; 
Roodenberg 2008a). House plans were almost square, c. 4x4 m large, and for some houses there 
is evidence for a niche protruding from the back wall. Remains from collapsed upper storeys show 
that most, if not all, houses had two storeys. Neighboring houses did not share walls, and some 
houses were separated by small annex spaces (indicated by P) – which often seem to have had two 
floors as well. Given the conglomerated building style, it is likely that roofs of neighboring houses 
were shared (cf. Gérard 2001, 193). Houses were entered from their settlement side, and several 
houses yielded the remains of raised front porches, c. 8-10 m2 large. Altogether, this adds up to c. 
40 m2 that can be defined as relatively private household space, while annexes and open areas of 
the settlement may have been shared between households. Houses had suspended wooden floors 
plastered with clay. The hollow crawl space under the floor prevented dampness, and in several 
cases, the existence of a ‘ventilation shaft’ in the mud-brick front wall was attested (Coockson 
2008).  
The interior organization of houses followed several principles: on the ground floors, a 
large oven was located in the righthand corner, directly after the entrance. The ground floors seem 
to have been used mainly for storage and food processing: numerous basket bins and pottery 
vessels covered the floor surfaces, two houses yielded evidence for large silos, grinding stones and 
grinding installations were found, and clay tables were fixed to the two posts. The upper floors, 
much less well preserved, yielded evidence for ovens as well; the excavators suggested that the 
upper floors were used as living rooms (Roodenberg 2008b; Coockson 2008). The porches in front 
of the houses yielded evidence for a range of activities, including cereal processing (grinding 
installations, concentrations of sling pellets) and cooking (horseshoe-shaped hearths). Since these 
activities also took place on the ground floors of the houses, the use of the front porches was likely 
seasonal. 
Despite the general uniformity of houses and the image of self-sufficiency emerging from 
the range of domestic facilities found in each of the houses, some insights into inter-household 
dependencies can be gained from the find assemblages and the structure of the settlement plan. 
The construction of houses appears to show groups of two or three houses built together (e.g. H8-
H13-H14, H31-H32, H36-H37, houses in trenches STUV13) which suggests cooperative 
relationships, e.g. based on family relations, between these houses. Variability in find assemblages 
suggests that households may have specialized in certain craft activities (e.g. 19 axes and a group 
of loom weights from H33).  
A fire destroyed the phase VI architecture row, which turned into a pile of rubble which 
subsequently served as an embankment enclosing the phase VA settlement (Gérard 2001). Only 
three phase VA houses were partially excavated, dating to the last stage of this phase (3A) (Figure 
7.14). The sections show that 3A was the last of four phase VA stages (6-3), with 3B representing 
the original, unburnt state of the excavated houses. The house plans show mud-brick houses with 
interior buttresses – similar in plan to houses from Aktopraklık B and other regions in Anatolia 
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during the Early Chalcolithic (see below). The interior buttresses suggest that these houses had flat 
roofs. At the same time, the buttresses divided interior space into sections, and in the case of the 
excavated phase VA houses, different sets of activities seem to have taken place in these areas, for 
example evidenced by a cluster of domestic installations and kitchen utentsils (Gérard 2001). Also, 
one of the phase VA houses had a front yard, which was found stacked with pottery vessels and 
storage bins. Entrance to the building was through this yard, which suggests an increased 
distinction between communal and private domains in the village. Still, it is not altogether clear 
how closed this annex was; overall, the village interior seems to have contained communal 




















Figure 7.14. Ilıpınar: plan of a phase VA house 
with interior buttresses and a front yard, From 
Gérard 2001, 212: Fig. 13. 
 
 
When comparing Ilıpınar X-VIII to Ilıpınar VI-VA, the relationship between households 
and architecture seems to have changed in several ways. In phases VI and VA, there appears to 
have been a much higher degree of standardization of house plans, construction techniques, use of 
space, and of course in the regular layout of the settlement as a whole. The VI buildings enclosing 
the settlement appear to have been built in one time, probably during an organized episode of 
intense building activity, although this does not exclude the possibility that later additions to the 
plan were made (e.g. construction of additional buildings in the central area of the settlement). The 
shift from mud and wood to mud-brick as the main construction material must have meant a 
profound change in construction practices, as well as to the perception of the village as a more 
durable and unified entity than it had been before. The phase VI houses yielded evidence for 
regular maintenance activities, e.g. the replastering of floors, walls, and ovens (Coockson 2008), 




Table 7.5. Ilıpınar: phase VI house inventories, based on information from Roodenberg (2008b) and Coockson (2008). 
 
Ilıpınar VB (5550-5500 BCE) 
After the burning and abandonment of the Phase VA settlement, there appears to have been a short 
hiatus in the occupation of the mound. The next phase of human activity is represented by a cluster 
of nine oval pit dwellings, located on the West flank of the mound, immediately west of the 
‘embankment’ formed by the phase VI boundary buildings, and overlying midden deposits of 
phases VI and VA. The VB huts, most of them between 10 and 15 m2 large, were burnt and found 
crammed with pottery vessels, many of them filled with carbonized cereals and pulses 












































































































P5 Annex 3.2x1.3 4.2 4.2 9
H8/G Ground floor 4x3.7 14.8 29.6 1 2 10 5
H8/U Upper floor 1 7
H13/G Ground floor 4x4 16 32 1 9 25
H13/U Upper floor 7
H13/P Porch 2 28?
H14/G Ground floor 4x4 16 32 1 5 11
H14/U Upper floor 11
H14/P Porch 1 4
P20 Annex 4.6x2.1 9.7 9.7 4 6
H17/G Ground floor 4.2x4.1 17.2 34.4 + 2 1 10 +
H17/U Upper floor 1 + 15
H31/G Ground floor 4.3x3.9 16.8 33.6 1 1
H31/U Upper floor 24
H32/G Ground floor 4.3x4 17.2 34.4 1 1 9
H32/U Upper floor 8
H33/G Ground floor 4.3x4.1 17.6 35.2 1 3 2 1 10 19 7 5 4
H33/U Upper floor 1 2 9
H34/G Ground floor 3.9x3.5 13.7 13.7 1 12
P35 Annex 2.4x5.4 13.0 13.0 + + 2 +
H36/G Ground floor 4.6x4.1 18.9 37.8 1 2
H36/U Upper Floor 1 0
H36/P Porch 1 2 + 7 +++
H37/G Ground floor 4.7x4 18.8 37.6 1 2 2 5 + 2
H37/U Upper floor 5
H38/G Ground floor 4.5x4 18 36 1 2 0
H38/U Upper floor 0
H38/P Porch 0
H40/G Ground floor 4.5x4 18 36 1 2 16 +
H40/U Upper floor 0
Building information Installations Finds
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were found in each dwelling (see Table 7.6). Roodenberg (2008b, 78-80) suggested that the pit 
huts should be seen as seasonal dwellings, used by people working the abandoned fields that had 
belonged to the earlier settlement.  
The pottery of Phase VB is characterized as Middle Chalcolithic, and displays a number of 
dissimilarities to the Early Chalcolithic pottery of phase VA (Thissen 2008). Together with the 
discontinuity in occupation, it seems that the VB settlement represented the influx of a new 
population into the Southeastern Marmara region. The regional and inter-regional significance of 
the cultural discontinuity between phases VA and VB will be further assessed below and in chapter 
11. 
 






















































































    
1 4.6 3.4 15 + +   11 ++   antler hammer 
2 3.9 2.9 11 +     17     antler hammer 
3 4 3.4 13 + +   14 ++ ++ 
2 axes, mace head, 
antler axe socket 
4 3.7 3 11 + +   1 +    - 
5 4.7 2.9 13 +     15     figurine 
6 3 3 8 + +   6   ++ clay weight, figurine 
7 5.7 4.6 25   +   6   ++ net weights 
8 - - -   + + 6   ++  - 
9 - - -       9      - 
Table 7.6. Ilıpınar: phase VB huts, based on information from Roodenberg (2008b). 
 
Aktopraklık 
Location and stratigraphy 
Aktopraklık is located east of Lake Ulubat, in the foothills of the Uludaǧ mountains. Large-scale 
excavations by Istanbul University, led by Necmi Karul, have since 2004 focused on several 
different locations in the area: Aktopraklık C is located on a slope, while Aktopraklık B and A are 
located in flatter areas a couple of hundred meters further south; information from site A is limited, 
but preliminary results indicate its contemporaneity to site B and the site is therefore further 
discussed as part of site B. Altogether, settlement activity at Aktopraklık covers the Late Neolithic 
and Early Chalcolithic periods (c. 6300-5600 BCE), while there are also some remains from the 
beginning of the Middle Chalcolithic (c. 5500-5400 BCE). Besides excavation, geomagnetic 
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research was carried out, revealing several walls and enclosure ditches in the area (Karul and Avcı 
2013).149 
The excavators refer to Aktopraklık as a ‘mound’, but it is not clear whether the dispersed 
settlement clusters in fact led to actual mound formation. On reported evidence, the thickness of 
archaeological deposits seems limited for both sites, although at least for site B, virgin soil was 
not yet reached (Karul and Avcı 2013).150 Although published radiocarbon dates are few, the 
chronological development of habitation in the three settlement clusters can be provisionally 
proposed as follows: 
 




Aktopraklık C was excavated from 2005 (Karul and Avcı 2011 and 2013). The site is around 1200 
m2 (30 x 40 m) large, and was disturbed by several buildings of Roman/Byzantine age.151 An area 
of c. 2000 m2 was excavated. The prehistoric remains can be divided into three stages, from older 
to younger: 
 
1. Circular arrangements of stones. Three structures of 1-1.5 meter in diameter were 
excavated. These structures seem to represent storage bins rather than huts. 
2. Six circular pit dwellings, with sunken floors and diameters of 2.5-4 meters. Domed ovens 
were found  in three of the structures. No postholes were found, but it is assumed that they 
had a wattle-and-daub superstructure (Karul and Avcı 2011). Some structures were 
enclosed by a stone circle. Trash pits, sometimes as deep as 1.5 meters, were associated 
with these huts. Several graves were found under the hut floors, and included burial gifts 
                                                 
 
149 Several Early Chalcolithic houses from site B were reconstructed in the context of the archaeological park opened 
near the site. See http://www.bursamuze.com/arkeopark-acik-hava-muzesi-513 
150 Indeed, Budd et al. (2013) refer to Aktopraklık as a flat site. 
151 Karul and Avcı (2013, 46-7) report that the site covered about 800 m2. 
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such as pottery and bone tools. The huts were surrounded by courtyards paved with small 
stones. 
3. The second stage was probably followed by a period of abandonment, after which the site 
was used as a cemetery in the Early Chalcolithic period – probably contemporary with the 
habitation in Aktopraklık B (see below). Around 50 burials were uncovered (Karul and 
Avcı 2011, 5; Alpaslan-Roodenberg 2011a and b; Budd et al. 2013). Graves contained 
burial gifts, including stone axes, bone tools, and items of personal adornment (Karul and 
Avcı 2013). 
Although the details of the chronological development of pottery wares and shapes are as 
of yet unpublished, the pottery from Aktopraklık C appears to display a mix of influences. ‘Cult 
tables’, associated with the Fikirtepe culture, were found, as well as red slipped wares associated 
with Western Anatolian pottery styles. The excavators equate light colored wares with Barcın 
(VId) and Menteşe basal (Karul and Avcı 2011, 6), although most of the pottery of the earliest 
phase has dark tones and seems to resemble Barcın VIc and Archaic Fikirtepe more. 
 
Aktopraklık B 
Aktopraklık B was extensively excavated in two areas: one area with forty 10x10 m trenches, and 
another one further north with sixteen 10x10 m trenches. This resulted in a large horizontal 
exposure (c. 5600 m2) of a village plan dating to the Early Chalcolithic period (c. 5900-5750 BCE). 
The Early Chalcolithic architecture was most extensively exposed in trenches 16H-M – 19G-M. 
This area, enclosed by an 11 meter wide plastered ditch, contained a curving row of chained mud-
brick buildings (Figure 7.15). In the area enclosed by this architecture row, several other (less 
regularly placed) houses were excavated. The total size of this settlement cluster can be estimated 
at around 0.64 ha– in case the enclosure ditch was circular, and had an internal diameter of around 
90 meters. This spatial arrangement is very similar to that of Ilıpınar VI, although an enclosure 
ditch was not found at the latter site. Assuming that the main cluster of Aktopraklık B was a perfect 
circle fully filled in with ‘boundary buildings’, about one third of this circle was excavated, 
yielding 11 houses. This would mean that the total number of houses in the circle would amount 
to around 33. Of the central area,  around a quarter was excavated, exposing eight house plans. If 
the remaining central area had a similar building density, another 24 houses could be expected. 
This habitation cluster can therefore be expected to have consisted of 60-70 houses. In the case of 
an average number of five occupants per house, this amounts to 300-350 inhabitants for this one 
cluster. This number corresponds to the maximum size suggested for Greek Neolithic villages 
(Halstead 1995), as well as to the minimum size of a biologically viable population, and the 
maximum size of a face-to-face community (Düring 2006, 301-3). 
The ditch enclosing the settlement cluster was plastered and contained a number of 
inhumations accompanied by burial gifts. Since architecture was also found outside of the ditch, 
the excavators prefer symbolic interpretations of the ditch, which they regard as “related to votive 
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practices” (Karul and Avcı 2013, 49). The construction and maintenance of such a ditch must have 
been a communal effort. 
Although the settlement was not burnt, the architecture was well-preserved. The excavators 
reported that houses were found clean: before abandonment, house inventories were removed, and 
the houses were filled with a layer of clean green clay. The excavator offers the interpretation that 
the buildings were “buried just like human corpses” (Karul 2010, 386). While this is in itself an 
interesting site abandonment process, this circumstance means that the study of inter-household 
variability cannot rely on the comparison of domestic assemblages, but can only be based on the 
(published) settlement and house plans. 
Houses were rectilinear in shape (c. 6 x 5 m), with an entrance in the long wall. House 
interiors contained four or six buttresses, which served the dual function of roof support and 
subdivision of the interior into four sections – similar to the Ilıpınar VA houses. In several cases, 
the existence of a small niche protruding from the back wall was attested, which mirrors the house 
plans of Ilıpınar VI. Karul and Avcı (2013, 48) report the extensive use of wood for floors, beams 
incorporated into the walls, and flat roofs or second storeys. In several cases, collapse belonging 
to upper storeys or mezzannine floors was found in the houses. Houses had one hearth/oven, 
located in the righthand corner directly after the entrance. Houses generally did not share walls; 
exceptions are buildings 2 and 3, and 4 and 5. 
Although the Aktopraklık B houses seem very uniform, a closer view reveals some 
variability, especially between the houses located in the boundary row and the houses in the center 
of the settlement. 1) The houses in the boundary row seem more regularly built than the houses in 
the central settlement area; these houses are less straight and have more variable plans. 2) The 
houses in the boundary row have interior floor surfaces of 23-26.5 m2,  while in the central cluster, 
the largest house has a floor surface of 34.3 m2. 3) While almost all houses had one oven, in the 
central area, two houses had multiple ovens. 4) The excavators reported that the areas in between 
the centrally located houses yielded some unusual finds, including several human burials. This 
combined evidence suggests a measure of status differentiation between the houses in the boundary 
and the houses located in the center of the settlement. As a critical note, it might be added that the 
chronological relationship between the boundary houses and the central houses is unclear. 
In the open areas associated with the houses in the boundary row, pebbled surfaces were 
laid out in front of the houses, which may well have been used for outdoor activities associated 
with a specific household. The courtyard areas also contained several larger oven structures, which 
may have been shared between households (Karul and Avcı 2013). 
One of the most interesting aspects of Early Chalcolithic Aktopraklık is the existence of 
multiple (contemporary?) settlement clusters in close proximity to one another: in the area north 
of the main settlement cluster, another group of houses was found. These houses in a way seem to 
mirror the organization of the main cluster: several houses were built in a row, and their entrances 
face north. It is possible that a second inward facing circular arrangement is to be found here, 
which could mean that at least two separate clusters existed in close proximity to one another. For 
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Aktopraklık A, located 50 m south of the main settlement cluster, no house plans were excavated. 
The excavators report the discovery of a ditch and two ‘massive walls’. The ditch is 6 meters wide, 
and geomagnetic survey has shown that it encloses an area of c. 65 m in diameter. Also, there are 
signs of architectural remains within the enclosure (Karul 2007, 384; Karul and Avcı 2013, 51-2). 
This could indicate the existence of a third nucleus of habitation, again smaller than the one that 
was most extensively excavated. on the basis of the excavated architectural remains, it seems that 
the main cluster of Aktopraklık B was larger and the architecture seems more regularly 
constructed. This raises the question in what way this pattern was formed through time. One 
possibility is that this settlement was the older one, serving as a ‘parent’ community for the clusters 
in the vicinity. 
The mud-brick village is dated between 5900 and 5750 BCE. This represents around 150 
years of inhabitation, corresponding to at least six generations of inhabitants. Only two 
architectural phases are reported for site B (Karul and Avcı 2013). The excavators have suggested 
that individual buildings were used during more than a generation (Karul, p.c. 2010). This could 
mean that rather than regularly demolishing and rebuilding houses, generations of inhabitants 
maintained, and added new houses to, an existing village plan. The orderly layout of the mudbrick 
village, and the complex chaine opératoire of building such a large number of identical mudbrick 
houses, suggest planning, coordination, and a division of labor on a supra-household level, e.g. 



















































Figure 7.15. Aktopraklık: plan of the central 
and northern cluster at site B. Based on 
Schroedter and Nelle, 2015, 895, Fig. 4. The 
buildings numbers added correspond to those 
used in Catalogue III rather than to the 






Aktopraklık B Late 
After the mudbrick village clusters had fallen into disuse, and most likely after a period of 
abandonment, the next occupation phase is dated around the middle of the 6th millennium (Karul 
and Avcı 2013, 48). In the northern part of the excavated area, in trenches I7-8 and K7-8, a group 
of 14 pit dwellings was excavated. These dwellings overlie mud-brick architecture from the 
previous phase, confirming the chronological distinction between these occupation phases. The pit 
dwellings were squarish with rounded corners, and each dwelling contained an oven. The 
dwellings were 3.5-4 m in length and 2.5-3.4 m in width, amounting to interior floor surfaces of 
10-12 m2. Some huts show evidence for lime floors and wall plaster. The dwellings are clearly 
similar to those found at Ilıpınar VB. Finds from the dwellings are not yet fully published, but they 
include globular and necked jars, which place these huts in the early stages of the Middle 
Chalcolithic (Karul and Avcı 2013, 48). On the basis of these architectural remains, and the lack 
of indications for multiple phases of occupation, a relatively short duration for this phase can be 
suggested. There is no evidence for occupation of the Aktopraklık area during the last centuries of 
























Figure 7.16. Aktopraklık: Middle 
Chalcolithic pit dwellings overlying 
Early Chalcolithic mud brick 





7.3.2 Coastal Marmara 
Excavated sites in the area of Istanbul: Pendik, Fikirtepe, Yenikapı, and Yarımburgaz. 
These sites are discussed together because there is much less information available for each 
individual site, while as a group they form an important key to understanding intra-regional 
variability in the Marmara region. Fikirtepe was the first site to be excavated in Northwestern 
Turkey (exc. in 1954; Bittel 1969/1970; Özdoǧan 2001b), and has since served as a type-site for 
the Fikirtepe pottery assemblage. Pendik, located c. 17 km southeast of Fikirtepe, was first 
excavated in 1961 by S.A. Kansu.152 After several more surface collections at Pendik, renewed 
excavations were carried out in 1980 by Istanbul University (Harmankaya 1982; Özdoǧan 1983a). 
This excavation was still limited in scale, but revealed three circular wattle-and-daub dwellings 
(Özdoǧan 2001c). Further research at the site was carried out in 1992 (Pasinli et al. 1994) and 
2012-2013 (Özdoǧan 2013, 175).153 In a discussion of the Pendik material, Özdoǧan (1983a) 
assigned the site to the Late Neolithic period, while later, it was recognized that the site was 
occupied during the Early Chalcolithic as well.154  
Excavations at Yenikapı started in 2004 because of large-scale infrastructural works in the 
city of Istanbul (Kızıltan and Polat 2013). Two teams of archaeologists worked in two main areas 
– the Marmaray and the Metro sectors. Each sector was divided into several zones – four for the 
Marmaray area, and five for the Metro area. In the large areas excavated, amounting to as much as 
58,000 m2, remains from prehistory to the Ottoman period were found. In Zone 1 of the Marmaray 
area, Neolithic remains were uncovered at 5 meters below sea level. Published results are 
preliminary, and therefore the chronological postion and development of the Neolithic site are not 
clear yet. Several types of pottery were encountered, connecting Yenikapı to both the Toptepe 
culture of the late 6th – early 5th millennium and to the Archaic and Classical Fikirtepe cultures of 
the late 7th and early 6th millennium. As of yet it is unclear wherther the site was inhabitated 
throughout this long period of time – the settlement remains excavated seem to belong to a narrow 
time frame somewhere in the Late Neolithic, while the Toptepe-style pottery was possibly 
encountered out of context (Kızıltan and Polat 2013). Furthermore, both inhumation and cremation 
burials were encountered, some of which seem to date to the early 6th millennium. The excavators 
seem to interpret the different architectural and burial traditions encountered as a sign of cultural 
hybridity, rather than as reflecting a chronological development (Kızıltan and Polat 2013, 124-5).  
The Yarımburgaz Cave is the odd one out in this group of coastal villages. The cave site, 
excavated in 1964-1965, 1986 and 1988-1990, yielded remains from the Epipalaeolithic to the 
Middle Chalcolithic. Neolithic and Chalcolithic material was found in a stratified deposit in a 16 
                                                 
 
152 The site has been referred to as Pendik Höyük, Pendik Temenye and Pendik Kaynarca. See also Özdoǧan 1983a, 
n.4. 
153 Kızıltan 2013: http://www.aktuelarkeoloji.com.tr/pendik-hoyuk;  
Özdoǧan 2014c: http://www.aktuelarkeoloji.com.tr/pendik-neden-onemli 
154 A large number of Early Chalcolithic inhumations in Hocker position was excavated at Pendik: around 30 during 
the 1992 excavations (Pasinli et al. 1994), and around 50 during the 2012-2013 excavations. On most recent reporting, 
it seems that the site was exclusively used as a cemetery during this period. 
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meter wide sinkhole (Özdoǧan et al. 1991; Özdoǧan 2001d; Özdoǧan 2013, 176-8). Yarımburgaz 
5 is dated to the Archaic Fikirtepe phase of the late 7th millennium. After a hiatus, the sequence of 
Yarımburgaz 4-2 dates between c. 5700 and 5300. Especially Yarımburgaz 4 forms an important 
chronological marker, with a quite distinct pottery assemblage with excised geometric decorations. 
This assemblage can be correlated with Ilıpınar VII, although there are differences in the shape 
repertoire (Thissen 2000a, 118-120). Yarımburgaz 0 is tentatively dated to the early 5th 
millennium, contemporaneous to Toptepe.  
  
Coastal settlement: subsistence, architecture and settlement organization 
The initial results of the excavations at Fikirtepe and Pendik heavily influenced the image of 
coastal communities in the Marmara region. In line with field practice at the time of these 
excavations, archaeobotanical remains were not systematically sampled and studied. By contrast, 
a large amount of more easily visible mollusc remains was collected (Boessneck and von den 
Driesch 1979; Özdoǧan 1997). This sampling bias led to the interpretation that although these 
communities were ‘Neolithic’ in their material culture and practiced some farming, they relied 
mostly on hunting and fishing (Özdoǧan 1983a). These interpretations have been repeated over 
the past decades (e.g. Dönmez 2006, 241; Özdoǧan 2013, 194), without much reference to actual 
archaeobotanical and archaeozoological data sets, and without quantification of the relative 
importance of fishing, hunting, mollusc collecting, stock-rearing and agriculture to the subsistence 
economy. In a 2013 article, Çakırlar constructed a different picture by re-assessing the Fikirtepe 
and Pendik material in the light of the more recent Yenikapı excavations. She came to the 
conclusion that these were first and foremost farming communities, which, as an addition to their 
diet, made use of fish and shellfish provided by the coastal environment they inhabited. She argued 
that in the light of this evidence, the coastal communities were as ‘Neolithic’ as the inland 
communities of Ilıpınar and Menteşe, which also yielded evidence for the exploitation of molluscs 
and snails (Buitenhuis 2008; Gourichon and Helmer 2008). Indeed, Kızıltan and Polat (2013, 126) 
reported that at Yenikapı, domesticated wheat, barley and oats were recovered. Although these 
finds were not yet related to the chronological development of the site, Kızıltan and Polat 
cautiously suggested that agriculture played a more important role at Yenikapı than at Fikirtepe 
and Pendik. All this indicates that the idea that the Fikirtepe and Pendik communities did not (or 
only sparsely) grow crops was mostly based on absence of evidence and is in need of revision. 
While the subsistence practices of coastal communities may not have differed significantly 
from those of the inland communities of the Southern and Southeastern Marmara, in terms of 
habitation, some differences can be observed. Fikirtepe and Pendik have yielded remains of round 
and oval structures, which are often characterized as ‘huts’ rather than ‘houses’ (Özdoǧan 1983a, 
2013; Ç. Çilingiroğlu 2005, 8-9; Kızıltan and Polat 2013). These huts had sunken floors, most 
often of beaten earth. Walls were made of posts and wattle, probably daubed and reinforced with 
stones. Sizes reported for Fikirtepe and Pendik are in the range of c. 5 m in diameter, although 
detailed plans were not published. I suggest that all excavated huts date to the Archaic Fikirtepe 
stage of the late 7th millennium (Özdoǧan 2013,173-5).  
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Although these huts seem to represent a radically different dwelling concept than found in 
the inland settlements of Barcın, Ilıpınar, Aktopraklık B, and Menteşe, the recent discovery of two 
rectilinear mud-brick houses with stone foundations at Pendik nuance these differences.155 
Although these houses were not published in full detail yet, similarities to the architecture of 
Ilıpınar VI-VA and Aktopraklık B are evident. Furthermore, the pit dwellings of Fikirtepe and 
Pendik are similar to the round huts found at Aktopraklık C, which suggests that also in the early 
stages of the Late Neolithic, Marmara coast and some of the inland areas had similar habitation 
practices. The diachronic formation of habitation practices, therefore, needs to be taken into 
consideration when assessing the case for cultural differences between coast and inland (see 4.1). 
The architecture of Yenikapı can, arguably, be attributed an intermediate position between 
huts and houses: architecture dating to the early 6th  millennium was found in a 40 x 10 m area in 
Zone 1 of the Marmaray sector (Kızıltan and Polat 2013; E. Özdoǧan 2015, 50). Walls are 
represented by rows of stones, which are thought to have lined wattle and daub walls. Although 
the plans are far from clear, it seems that the architectural remains form a row of three rooms, each 
around 5 x 5 m in size. In these rooms, storage bins were found along walls and in corners. The 
architectural remains to the east of these three rooms are more difficult to interpret: several surving 
wall sections were found but clear rooms cannot be made out. 
Together with information from a number of sites investigated through surface surveys or 
soundings, including soundings at Tuzla, Göztepe,156 and Selimpaşa Mezarlık (Özdoǧan 1990), 
the combined image is that of a string of coastal or near-coastal settlements, around 10 km apart. 
To this should be added that it is by no means certain that all sites are known and that known sites 
were occupied simultanuously. The evidence for contemporary occupations is strongest for the 
very end of the 7th millennium, i.e. for the transition between the Archaic and Classical Fikirtepe 
phases. In contrast to the coastal area, the hilly hinterland is much less known. Preliminary 
publications of recent surveys on the western side of Istanbul mention visits to two caves with Late 
Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic pottery finds (Aydıngün 2010). It is possible that caves can be 
associated with economic or ritual activities carried out outside of residential areas, as was 
suggested for Yarımburgaz (Özdoǧan 2013, 177).  
                                                 
 
155 Kızıltan 2013: http://www.aktuelarkeoloji.com.tr/pendik-hoyuk;  
Özdoǧan 2014: http://www.aktuelarkeoloji.com.tr/pendik-neden-onemli 





Figure 7.17. Yenikapı: architectural remains. From Kızıltan and Polat 2013, 135, fig. 7. 
 
 
Figure 7.18. Fikirtepe: excavation plan of the Bittel excavations (1952-1954 and 1960). From Özdoǧan 2013, 209, 





7.4 Synthesis and discussion 
7.4.1 Architecture and settlement sequences: the habitation history of the Marmara region  
Although the archaeological record of the Marmara region was enriched immensely by the recent 
excavations at Barcın, Aktopraklık and Yenikapı, the new data also leads to questions about the 
meaning of observed similarities and differences between sites. Indeed, the settlement evidence is 
not evenly distributed over the time period, making the comparative discussion of habitation 
practices, and the interpretation of cultural similarity and difference in the region, challenging. 
While the Lake District and the Izmir region provided settlement evidence for four mounds each, 
with a significant temporal overlap in occupation (especially during the late 7th and early 6th 
millennium), the evidence from contemporary settlements in the Marmara region is much more 
limited.  
Apart from the settlements already discussed in previous sections, it is worth brieflly 
presenting the settlement sequence and architectural remains of Menteşe (Roodenberg 1999; 
Roodenberg et al. 2003; Table 7.8). Several houses dating to the upper layer of Stratum 3 were 
excavated, dating to the late 7th millennium. These freestanding houses were around 5 m in width, 
and one house (nsb2) yielded evidence for a small annex area with domestic installations. These 
characteristics seem to make this settlement stage at Menteşe comparable to neighboring Barcın 
VIb. It is notable that both Barcın and Menteşe seem to have been abandoned during the early 6th 
millennium; Menteşe yielded earlier indications for re-occupation, dating to the Ilıpınar VA 
period. 
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Table 7.8. Menteşe: occupation sequence, based on information from Roodenberg 1999, Roodenberg et al. 2003, and 
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rectilinear mud and 
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Oval pit dwellings 
[Aktopraklık B late] 
Oval pit dwellings 
[Ilıpınar VB] 





No data No data No data 
Rectilinear 
elongated mud 
and wood houses 
[Toptepe] 
 Table 7.9. Marmara Region: combined regional architectural sequence. 
 
From this combined evidence, several points emerge. First is that the so-called ‘Pre-
Fikirtepe stage’ of 6600-6300 BCE, the earliest occurrence of the Neolithic in the region, is 
represented only by the settlement of Barcın VIe-VId, with rectilinear agglutinated mud and wood 
architecture. The impression is that this was a small village community, perhaps consisting of 
several households. The continuous development of the settlement over several centuries suggests 
a growing and sustained relationship between the local community and this locality. The Archaic 
Fikirtepe period (c. 6300-6000 BCE) is the earliest period with architecture from multiple sites in 
the region, which makes it possible to gain some insight into intra-regional variability, with 
evidence for both freestanding rectilinear houses (Barcın VIb, Menteşe stratum 3 upper) and round 
(pit) huts (Fikirtepe, Pendik, Aktopraklık C phase 2). The early 6th millennium is represented by 
Ilıpınar X-VIII, with freestanding mud and wood and mud slab houses, while the settlement 
evidence from the Marmara coast is limited to the architecture from Yenikapı. The earliest attested 
use of mud brick is at Aktopraklık B early, dated by the excavators to c. 5900 BCE; the use of mud 
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brick at Ilıpınar VI-VA is of later date, more towards 5700 BCE, and it is only for this period that 
a large sample of contemporary houses is available (Ilıpınar VI-VA, Aktopraklık B middle).157 
This architectural development is all but straightforward, and seems to contain both 
evidence for variability and diachronic change. While the idea of intra-regional variability between 
coast and inland seems to propose that pit dwellings characterized habitation at the coast in parallel 
to the development of inland rectilinear houses from mud and wood to mud brick, the actual 
excavated evidence for pit dwellings is restricted to the late 7th millennium. Leaving the issue of 
coast versus inland for further discussion below, the development of rectilinear houses over the 
course of the period 6600-5600 BCE shows several stages, with first a stage characterized by 
agglutination, followed by freestanding mud and wood and mud slab houses, and later mud brick 
houses.  
Despite these changes, regional continuity in architectural practices is evident from the 
legacy of early Barcın in the later stages of the Marmara Neolithic: it is clear that Barcın VId1 (c. 
6500-6400 BCE) already possessed a range of architectural techniques and concepts with a 
continuous development during the Late Neolithic and early stages of the Early Chalcolithic of the 
region. These include the use of foundation trenches for rows of thin posts, the use of both sods 
and clay packing, the application of mud wall plaster, the use of two center posts on the center axis 
of houses, the construction of raised wooden platforms and floors, entrances in the long wall, and 
the location of ovens in the right hand corner of the house. The wall construction practices of 
Barcın VId2/3-VIc, with a grey clay core and clean yellow surface plaster, closely resemble the 
wall construction found at Menteşe stratum 3 upper (Roodenberg et al. 2003). 
The first major change in architecture and settlement organization is formed by the shift 
from agglutinated structures (Barcın VIe-VIc) to freestanding houses (Barcın VIb) around 6200 
BCE, which seems to have gone hand in hand with a clearer spatial definition of household units. 
Especially the five partially exposed houses of Menteşe stratum 3 upper (c. 6200-5950 BCE) form 
a close parallel to the architecture of Barcın VIb, with freestanding houses separated by courtyard 
areas, some evidence for annexes with domestic installations, and evidence for the vertical 
superimposition of several buildings (Roodenberg 1999; Roodenberg et al. 2003). This pattern 
continued at Ilıpınar X-VIII, where it is worth pointing at the variability between individual houses 
in terms of size, positioning, and wall construction techniques. 
The introduction of mud brick around 5800 BCE went hand in hand with a greater 
standardization of houses, with both regular individual houses and planned village layouts 
characterizing Aktopraklık B middle and Ilıpınar VI-VA. On the basis of the excavated settlement 
evidence, the impression is that these Early Chalcolithic settlements were larger than Late 
Neolithic ones, with most likely more than 60 houses in one settlement cluster at Aktopraklık B. 
Furthermore, buildings became more ‘complex’, with more spatial differentiation between ground 
                                                 
 
157 Roodenberg reported the limited use of mud brick at Menteşe, both in Stratum 3 upper (late 7th millennium) and in 
Stratum 1 (Early Chalcolithic) (Roodenberg et al. 2003). 
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floors and second storeys, porches and fenced front yards, and more evidence for elaborate 
domestic installations for cooking and storage. Besides increased ‘prosperity’, these changes in 
architecture and settlement signal changes in the social organization of communities.  I suggest 
that such settlements must be associated with some kind of leadership, as well as with intensive 
communications between communities. Still, the houses themselves do not show any 
differentiation, apart from minor size variability attested at Aktopraklık B (see above). If anything, 
households seem more ‘interconnected’ than they were during Ilıpınar phases X-VIII. The pairing 
of houses at Ilıpınar VI could be interpreted as multiple-household associations, which shared 
certain aspects of daily life. The spatial organization of boundary buildings in these settlements, 
with inward turned houses connected to front porches and outdoor areas with some shared facilities 
such as ovens (Aktopraklık B, Ilıpınar VA), suggests that domestic activities took place in full 
view of a large segment of the local community, and communal practices are suggested by the 
maintenance of Aktopraklık’s plastered enclosure ditch (cf. Karul and Avcı 2013).   
Zoomed out to a comparative view on the Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic habitation 
sequences found in the study region, a cautious divide can be made between mounds with long 
occupation sequences, ranging from several centuries to 600 years, and settlements without much 
evidence for continuous occupation. The settlements of Fikirtepe, Pendik, Yenikapı, and 
Aktopraklık C, although attesting to multiple Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic periods of 
occupation, did not yield the kind of thick stratigraphies found at Barcın (4.5 m), Menteşe (4-5 m), 
and Ilıpınar (5-7 m). Relating these findings to the place of settlements in the landscape, deeply 
stratified mounds are associated with plains, while settlements with thin stratigraphies are more 
often located on slopes or near the Marmara coast. This divide is, however, not absolute, as for 
example Pendik may prove to have a more complex and thicker stratigraphy, and Menteşe yielded 
evidence for site abandonment during Stratum 2 (Roodenberg 1999; Roodenberg et al. 2003). On 
the small scale of houses, vertical superimposition of houses is mainly associated with mound 
settlements, and this practice can be found all the way from early Barcın to Ilıpınar VA (Gérard 
2001). Evidence for vertical replacement is lacking for Aktopraklık C, Fikirtepe, Pendik, and 
Yenikapı, while the further excavation of Aktopraklık B may yield more insight into the formation 
of this settlement – two phases were excavated, but two meters of deposit underlying the mudbrick 
architecture were not excavated yet (Karul and Avcı 2013). 
Site formation processes in the Southern Marmara are only known through surface finds. 
Pottery and Melian obsidian from mounds such as Taraçcı, Tütüncüyolu, and Tepetarla Manyas 
suggest late 7th and early 6th millennium occupation with cultural similarity to the Western 
Anatolian Neolithic, as well as to the Yarımburgaz 4 pottery assemblage (Özdoǧan 2013; Yalçıklı 
2014). Given the limited surface evidence for later periods of occupation, mound formation seems 
to have taken place during the Neolithic, suggesting long-term 7th and early 6th millennium 
occupation,  although excavations are needed to test this assumption. A question that remains is 
how architecturally distinct these settlements were from the Southeastern and coastal Marmara 
during the second half of the 7th millennium, and whether this variability changed due to cultural 
exchange with the Southeastern Marmara during the early 6th millennium (e.g. Karul 2011).  
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The end of the Early Chalcolithic is marked by positive evidence for turbulance and 
settlement abandonment from several sites: Ilıpınar VA burnt down, while the houses of 
Aktopraklık B middle were carefully filled in with a layer of clean material before abandonment. 
Contemporary changes on the Marmara coast are not yet fully understood. While Fikirtepe only 
yielded the Archaic and Classical Fikirtepe phases (c. 6200-5800 BCE), the preliminary results 
from Pendik seem to indicate that the site was abandoned after its Early Chalcolithic stage with a 
cemetery, which could mean abandonment around the middle of the 6th millennium. Likewise, the 
sequences of Yarımburgaz and Yenikapı present a gap during the middle of the 6th millennium, 
although further publication of the Yenikapı stratigraphy is in order. 
Further evidence for regional discontinuity after the Early Chalcolithic is presented by the 
fact that the remains of Middle Chalcolithic settlements display a number of changes in material 
culture (Thissen 2008) and settlement organization. Interestingly, the evidence for Middle 
Chalcolithic activity is turning up at a growing number of sites, first Ilıpınar VB, and now also 
Aktopraklık B late, Barcın Vb, and Yenikapı. The pit dwellings found at Ilıpınar and Aktopraklık 
B are remarkably similar, both in their shape and size and in their selection of an abandoned mud 
brick village, altogether suggesting that the new population followed similar strategies throughout 
the region. Although it is possible that (seasonal) habitation in pit dwellings existed alongside 
habitation in proper villages elsewhere in the landscape, as suggested by Roodenberg (2008), no 
evidence for such villages dating after 5500 BCE has been excavated or attested during surveys.   
At present, there is no good evidence to suggest that this stage with pit dwellings presented 
a new beginning in the settlement history of the region: the pit dwelling sites were abandonded 
after a short period of occupation, restoring the general impression of regional depopulation. The 
first clear indications for settlement activity only return towards the end of the 6th millennium, this 
time in the northwestern parts of the region, and this ‘Toptepe stage’ provides a new type of 
elongated mud-and-wood house plan which only indirectly relates to earlier phases of habitation 
in the Marmara region: rather, similarities to Thracian architecture are apparent (Özdoǧan et al. 
1991; Karul 2000; Eres and Özdoǧan 2012; Özdoǧan 2013, 178-9), suggesting cultural influence 
from the west rather than the east.  
 
7.4.2 Routes, connections and cultural fusion: the Marmara region from bridge to melting pot? 
We have seen that the Marmara region was initially approached as a bridge between Anatolia and 
the Balkans (see 7.1.1). With the accumulation of field data, the focus has in recent years shifted 
to understanding the various origins, the internal dynamics, and the diversity of the Marmara 
Neolithic. The most influential approach to the Marmara region was developed by Mehmet 
Özdoǧan through a long series of publications (c. 1983-present), which continue to incorporate 
new insights emerging from the field. The basic framework of Özdoǧan’s view on the Marmara 
Neolithic has, however, already been standing for quite some time, and can be briefly summarized 
as follows.  
Özdoǧan (2013) presented the Neolithization of the Marmara region as the result of the 
interplay between three entities: pre-Neolithic hunter-gatherer groups of the ‘Aǧaçlı’ culture; 
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Central Anatolian populations reaching the Southeastern Marmara via the valley of the Sakarya 
River; and Western Anatolian groups (with ultimately Central Anatolian origin) spreading North 
along the Turkish Westcoast, penetrating the inland via the Southwestern Marmara. In unraveling 
the relative contribution of these cultural groups, Özdoǧan developed a ‘fusionist’ approach: the 
first ‘fusion’ of cultural elements occurred in the coastal areas of the Eastern Marmara, where 
Central Anatolian farmers met Aǧaçlı hunters/fishers, together forming the coastal Fikirtepe 
Culture; second was the fusion between the ‘eastern’ Central Anatolian complex and the ‘western’ 
West Anatolian complex in the Southern Marmara, during the late 7th-early 6th millennium (see 
below). Here, we see a shift from the Marmara region being interpreted as a bridge between east 
and west, to the Marmara region as a melting pot between various incoming and indigenous 
groups, and the current way of thinking about the region emphasizes that the region was at some 
point quite ‘isolated’ from interaction zones operating on the axis Central Anatolia – Western 
Anatolia – Aegean – Southern Balkans during the late 7th millennium (e.g. Brami and Heyd 2011; 
E. Özdoǧan 2015, 53). 
The connection between the ‘Fikirtepe Culture’ and the Central Anatolian Neolithic, 
already recognized by Özdoǧan (1997, 2013), Thissen (2000), and Seeher (2011), has only become 
stronger with the excavation of the pre-Fikirtepe phases of Barcın VIe and VId1 (Gerritsen and 
Özbal 2016). Pottery studies by Thissen (Gerritsen et al. 2013b) have found that the pottery of 
Barcın VIe and VId1 shows close similarities to Demircihöyük (Wares B and C) and Keçiçayırı  
(Efe, Gatsov and Nedelcheva 2012) in the Eskişehir Region of the Northern Plateau, as well as to 
the transition of thick-walled to thin-walled pottery at Çatalhöyük VI. This confirms the spatial 
connection between the Marmara Region and Central Anatolia via the Anatolian Corridor. This 
would suggest that mounds such as Demircihöyük and Keçiçayırı, though not excavated to the 
extent of Barcın, may prove to be similar kinds of settlements. These Neolithic settlements 
potentially present a ‘mound Neolithic’, characterized by small settlements with long-term 
occupation and with durable domestic buildings, although for Dermircihöyük and Keçiçayırı, 
architectural remains are not available. 
One of the pillars of Özdoǧan’s scenario is that the Epi-Palaeolithic Aǧaçlı culture had at 
least a partial chronological overlap with these first Neolithic settlements, leading to a situation of 
contact, interaction and fusion of cultural elements.158 Indeed, Karul (2011, 57) stated  that 
“[s]urface finds from the area show that the region was occupied by local Epipalaeolithic 
communities while the Neolithic way of life was already expanding westwards”. Düring (2010, 
40-2) argued that the Marmara is to date the only region of Anatolia where a degree of cultural 
continuity between Epi-Palaeolithic hunters and Neolithic farmers can be demonstrated. Although 
this scenario cannot be dismissed entirely, dating Aǧaçlı sites to the narrow time frame of the 7th 
                                                 
 
158 Özdoǧan 2013, 195: “It is possible to surmise that the Eastern Marmara is the only place on the way where the 
migrant farmers came into a region already densely occupied, putting an end to their momentum to migrate.” In his 
chronological chart (2013, fig. 171), he places the Aǧaçlı culture between 8000 and 6200 BC, with a transitional phase 
from 6600 to 6200. 
200 
 
millennium seems unwarranted, since none of these sites were excavated. In the absence of both 
radiocarbon dates and settlement data, the argument for Epipalaeolithic-Neolithic contemporeneity 
and cultural continuity is primarily based on presumed continuities in chipped stone technologies 
(Özdoǧan and Gatsov 1994; Gatsov 2009; Balcı 2011).159 The issue of lithic continuity between 
Aǧaçlı and the Marmara Neolithic is, however, far from resolved, as insights into the formation of 
technological similarity and difference are still developing (Gatsov and Nedelcheva 2012 and 
2016).  
With the case for transitional subsistence economies refuted by Çakırlar (2013) and Budd 
et al. (2013),  it has become problematic to attribute the observed difference in late 7th millennium 
habitation practices between coast and inland to the merging between Central Anatolian farmers 
and Epi-Palaeolithic fishers. The question is whether these differences in habitation practices can 
also be explained as a regional transformation of Neolithic farmers. The evidence from Barcın 
VIe-VIc makes it clear that Archaic Fikirtepe settlements followed some three to four centuries of 
Neolithic presence in the region (Gerritsen and Özbal 2016). This is enough time for both cultural 
fusion with indigenous hunter-gatherer groups, but also for the adaptation of inland habitation 
practices to new, coastal environments. The lack of detailed settlement data from Fikirtepe and 
Pendik prevents a good assessment of these settlements. Were these permanent villages or can 
settlements with round architecture be interpreted as temporary or seasonal camps, restricted to 
specific environments (see also Çakırlar 2013, 70)? Alternatively, since only limited areas exposed 
at these sites, the possibility has to be considered that ‘pit dwellings’ represent workshops existing 
side by side with rectilinear domestic architecture, as may have occurred at Barcın VId2/3.  
In order to strengthen his argument for cultural differences between coast and inland, 
Özdoǧan (2013, 194) contrasts sub-floor burial at coastal sites with extra-mural cemeteries at 
inland sites. However, by grouping chronologically distinct practices together, Özdoǧan presents 
an imprecise assessment of similarity and difference in burial customs.160 We have already seen 
that at Yenikapı, the various burial customs encountered are more likely to represent chronological 
stages than parallel cultural practices. Considered chronologically, the burial evidence shows a 
much higher degree of intra-regional homogeneity and can be used for blurring the dichotomy 
between coastal and inland settlements (Table 7.10). During the late 7th millennium, Barcın, 
Aktopraklık C, Menteşe, Fikirtepe and Pendik yielded evidence for intra-site inhumations in 
simple pits, with a limited number of burial gifts, including pottery vessels, bone spoons, animal 
bones, and personal ornaments. While at Aktopraklık C, Fikirtepe and Pendik, several burials were 
associated with huts, perhaps placed under the floors, at Barcın and Menteşe there was a close 
proximity between houses and burials as well, and especially infant burials were located in or near 
(abandoned) houses. At Menteşe stratum 3 upper, burials of a woman and a child were found under 
                                                 
 
159 Balcı (2011) argued that chipped stone from Aktopraklık C contains a microlithic component representing 
continuity from the Epi-Palaeolithic. 
160 Furthermore, at Ilıpınar VI-VA, an extramural cemetery was not actually excavated. Its presence can be assumed 
on the basis of the absence of burials from the settlement area. 
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the floor of a house (Roodenberg et al. 2003, 22). Sub-floor burial, therefore, does not appear to 
have been the standard, but was reserved for unusual cases, both in coastal and in inland 
settlements during the late 7th millennium. During the early 6th millennium, coast and inland show 
similarities as well, with Yenikapı (coast) and Ilıpınar X-VIII (inland) both providing evidence for 
the use of wooden boards in burials. This practice may have had a longer history in the region, 
with wood remains encountered in graves from Barcın VId1-VIc (c. 6400-6200 BCE). Towards 
the middle of the 6th millennium, both coast and inland display changes in funerary practices, with 
both Aktopraklık and Pendik yielding cemeteries separate from habitation areas. The separation 
between burial areas and settlement areas seems to have been heralded by the pattern at Ilıpınar 
X-VIII, where burials were mainly placed on the fringes of the habitation area (Alpaslan-
Roodenberg 2008, fig. 1). The absence of burials at Ilıpınar VI-VA suggests a further continuation 
of this process. The discovery of cremation burials at Yenikapı presents an as of yet unparallelled 
phenomenon, probably dating to the later stages of the 6th millennium (Kızıltan and Polat 2013), 
and this practice does not have a direct relation with the Late Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic 
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The evidence for West Anatolian influence on the 7th millennium formation of the Marmara 
Neolithic is not straightforward, since none of the mounds in the Southern Marmara region were 
excavated. Recently, Yalçıklı (2014) suggested that the area was settled via a route leading from 
the Northwest Anatolian coast to the Southern Marmara. In this scenario, Evkayası cave would 
represent a ‘station’ on the route to mound sites like Taraçcı, which yielded both Melian obsidian 
and RSBW characteristic of the West Anatolian Late Neolithic. Although the occupation 
sequences and  architectural practices of these communities are not known in detail, analogies with 
for example Uǧurlu (Erdoǧu 2013), Hoca Çeşme (Özdoǧan 2013, 179-83), survey finds from 
Coşkuntepe (Takaoǧlu and Özdemir 2013) and preliminary excavation results from Gülpınar 
(Takaoǧlu 2006) confirm late 7th millennium settlement in Northwest Anatolian coastal areas with 
cultural links to Central West Anatolia, and suggest settlement continuity paired with mound 
formation during the late 7th  and early 6th millennium. The question is how far this zone extended 
into the valleys of the Southern Marmara, and how this affected the observed inter-regional 
similarity during the Early Chalcolithic. With Aktopraklık C as the westernmost 7th millennium 
settlement excavated, Aktopraklık’s excavators have suggested a combination of western and 
eastern influences merging at the site, arguing for pottery similarities between early Aktopraklık 
C and Barcın VId, while phase 2 of site C already displayed some western infuences including 
tubular lugs, necked jars and reddish surfaces (Karul and Avcı 2013, 46-7 and  see also E. Özdoǧan 
2015).  
Zoomed out to the regional pattern of settlement during the second half of the 7th 
millennium, an environmental and climatic approach can provide some additional context to the 
patterns observed. Weninger et al. (2014) have argued that the initial settlement of the Marmara 
region coincided with the advent of the 6600-6000 BCE period of Rapid Climate Change (RCC). 
Climatic stress in Central Anatolia and the Levant supposedly led to a move towards lower-lying 
areas on the shores, and this would explain the move from the Central Anatolian Plain to the west 
(Aegean Anatolia) and northwest (the Marmara Region). Groenhuijzen et al. (2015) have 
suggested a pattern of early settlement in low-lying parts of plains (Barcın) versus later foundations 
in higher locations in relation to the plain (e.g. Aktopraklık, Ilıpınar), which they relate to a 
preference for wetlands brought by settlers from Central Anatolia. This pattern seems to hold if 
regarded on a microregional scale, but zooming out, the chronological development of settlement 
in the Marmara region includes a shift from higher to lower-lying areas over time, from 240 m asl 
at Barcın and Menteşe to 0-100 m asl for Ilıpınar and settlements on the Marmara coast. This move 
to lower-lying coastal areas especially towards the end of the 7th millennium may be related to 
increased climatic deterioration during the period 6200-6000 BCE (cf. Weninger et al. 2014), 
which could, perhaps, also be related to further adaptations in subsistence practices, e.g. at coastal 
Fikirtepe sites. 
The similarity between the settlements of Ilıpınar VI-VA and Aktopraklık B during the 
Early Chalcolithic (c. 5800-5600 BCE) is striking. Here, Karul’s (2011) and Özdoǧan’s (2013) 
ideas about two general stages of formation for the Neolithic in the Marmara region, one of cultural 
dissimilarity between the Southwestern and Southeastern Marmara during the second half of the 
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7th millennium and one of regional integration in the early 6th millennium, seems to correspond to 
the available settlement evidence. It has to be noted that the sample size is limited, and the only 
contemporary evidence from the Marmara coast comes from Pendik. It is worth emphasizing that 
the emergence of mudbrick villages does not only signal contacts between communities within the 
Marmara region, but also the intensification of inter-regional contacts both within Anatolia and 
with the Aegean. Apparently, the early to mid 6th millennium was a period of heightened mobility 
of people and ideas, and perhaps actual population movement contributed to some of these cultural 
and social changes (see 11.2.3). Changes in subsistence practices included the introduction of 
domesticated pig around 5900/5800 BCE (from Ilıpınar IX), which could attest West Anatolian 
influence on the region (Çakırlar 2013; Arbuckle et al. 2014).161 Despite clear changes, the houses 
of Ilıpınar VI-VA and Aktopraklık B also preserved and developed elements of the earlier 
architecture found in the region, such as the raised wooden floors, the position of the oven, the two 
central roof supports, and the settlement organization based on building houses in chained rows 
around a shared open area (cf. Gerritsen and Özbal 2016). Indeed, the continuous occupation at 
Ilıpınar from phase X to VA emphasizes that the development of the mudbrick village was rooted 
in a sequence of local continuity. 
The intra-regional integration of the early 6th millennium suggests increased contact and 
interdependence between local communities, and this may partly explain the simultaneous collapse 
of the regional network around c. 5600 BCE. The dynamics of the second half of the 6th millennium 
shows farmers on the move, with the evidence for temporary hut settlements, which can be placed 
in a wider framework of disruption in Anatolia and the Balkans (Thissen 2008; see 11.2.4). It is 
towards the end of the 6th millennium that evidence for more permanent settlements reappears. 
The similarities between Toptepe and settlements in Bulgarian Thrace (Karanovo IV-V culture; 
Nikolov 2002) and Turkish Thrace (Aşağı Pınar 4-2, Karul 2001) include the elongated 
freestanding mud and wood houses with two rooms (Özdoǧan et al. 1991; Karul 2000). This 
western cultural influence on the Marmara region, also evidenced by pottery finds from the 
Yarımburgaz Cave (phases 3, 2 and 0) and Yenikapı, does not seem to have reached further into 
Anatolia, although there is still a lot to be investigated considering the character of habitation and 
inter-regional connections during the second half of the 6th millennium (see 11.2.4).  
 
7.5 Conclusions 
The Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic habitation history of the Marmara region (c. 6600-5600 BCE) is 
characterized by two site formation processes: settlement mounds, mainly found in the 
southeastern part of the region, show long-term occupation and deep stratigraphies, while flat 
settlements on slopes and near the coast have thinner stratigraphies, and possibly were occupied 
for shorter periods of time. After initial Neolithization, we can identify three periods with 
                                                 
 




indications for profound changes in architecture and settlement, including 1) the shift from 
agglutinated to freestanding houses (and changes in settlement organization) at Barcın (c. 6200 
BCE); 2) the disappearance of evidence for round architecture, somewhere at the beginning of the 
6th millennium; and 3) the introduction of mud brick architecture at Aktopraklık B and Ilıpınar (c. 
5800 BCE). These three periods of change can all be identified within sequences of local 
continuity. The composite picture, weighing in architecture, settlement layout, settlement 
continuity, subsistence practices, and material culture, suggests both increased intensity of inter- 
and intra-regional contacts during the early 6th millennium, as well as increased prosperity and 
growth of communities. Although the survey evidence is unequally distributed and incomplete, 
case studies suggest shorter distance to nearest neighbor through the foundation of new settlements 
(e.g. Yenişehir valley) from the second half of the 7th millennium onwards.  
The pattern of regional integration and the monumentalization of villages during the first 
half of the 6th millennium presents a logical narrative of progress, which included a more 
centralized social organization, more complex construction practices and technologies, and 
intensified intra en inter-regional contacts. After almost a millennium of development, the 
Marmara Neolithic saw a severe disruption of settlement sequences around 5600 BCE. The 
evidence for conflagrations and abandonments signals a major cultural discontinuity between the 
Early and Middle Chalcolithic. This attests both the scale of these disruptions, as well as the 
interconnectedness of the Early Chalcolithic settlement system. 
While the Neolithization of the Marmara Region was shaped by immigrant groups, the 
origins and networks of these groups were complex and were subject to diachronic change, 
creating enough complexity for adaptation, interactions, and reverse influence. While the idea of 
cultural fusion is attractive, the question is to what extent the narrative of distinct origins merging 
into a unified regional culture can be upheld. Limitations posed by the generally limited amount 
of contemporary settlement evidence from multiple sites makes it difficult to fully appreciate 
whether differences are due to variability, chronological difference, or sampling biases. The 
quality of comparative analyses would greatly benefit from further publication of the recent finds 





CHAPTER 8. CASE STUDY IV: WESTERN MACEDONIA 
 
 
8.1 Setting the scene 
8.1.1 Introduction 
Neolithic settlement in Central and Western Macedonia has gained considerable interest in recent 
years. The region in Northern Greece was put on the map by two early international excavation 
projects, at Nea Nikomedeia (1961-1964) and Servia (1939 and 1971-1973) (Rodden and Wardle 
(eds.) 1996; Ridley and Wardle (eds.) 2000). Prehistoric research got a second impulse after 1980, 
when large-scale road construction, mining and damming projects led to the excavation of 
numerous sites and the survey of several landscapes under threat by the Greek Archaeological 
Service (e.g. Pappa 2007; Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2007 and 2014; Hondrogianni-Metoki 2014; 
Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder 2015). In synthesizing publications, regional scholars have 
emphasized the unique character of Macedonian settlement, contrasting the region to neighboring 
Thessaly. Whereas Thessalian Neolithic settlement is often characterized by its numerous long-
lived tell sites with increasingly monumental architecture and settlement structures, settlement in 
Macedonia is portrayed as short-lived, inconspicuous, consisting of flat settlements with pit 
dwellings rather than of tells with well-made rectilinear houses (e.g. Kotsakis 1999; Pappa 2007; 
Kotsos and Urem-Kotsou 2006; Kotsakis 2014). What is lacking from this characterization of the 
Macedonian Neolithic is a more fine-grained analysis of the diachronic development of habitation 
practices. Late Neolithic settlements are brought to the stage as exemplary for the Neolithic as a 
whole (e.g. Pappa 2007), which is problematic in the light of the relatively imprecise Greek 
periodization, which regards the whole period of 6700 to 3800 BCE as Neolithic. 
Western Macedonia lies on a land route from the Balkans to Southern Greece (Aslanis 
2004), while the coastal areas of Western and Central Macedonia are part of the North Aegean 
catchment. The region potentially interacted with various neighboring regions during the 
Neolithic, which resulted in a mix of cultural influences and practices. It was long thought that the 
Neolithic in Western Macedonia started several centuries later than in Thessaly: at key site Nea 
Nikomedeia (Rodden and Wardle (eds.) 1996), habitation seems to have started towards the end 
of the 7th millennium, around 6200/6150 BCE.162 The earliest, and still prevalent, model for the 
colonization of Western Macedonia is therefore that the region started to receive immigrant 
farmers from the increasingly crowded Thessaly, which was inhabited by Neolithic farmers from 
the early to middle of the 7th millennium.163 In this scenario, the region is positioned on a 
thoroughfare from Thessaly to the Balkans. The Middle to Late Neolithic may have seen a partial 
                                                 
 
162 The excavators originally claimed a start date around the middle of the 7th millennium, but this date was revised 
by Thissen (2000b), Reingruber (2008), and others. 
163 This idea was already put forward by Wace and Thompson (1912), Wace (1914), and Heurtley (1932 and 1939), 
and repeated for the specific case of Servia (Ridley, Wardle et al. 1979, 204 and 224-5) 
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reversal of this pattern, as it is suggested that Macedonian/Balkan influences started moving 
southward during this period (Aslanis 2004; Perlès 2005). 
Recent research at Paliambela Kolindrou, Mavropigi Filotsairi and Revenia Korinos, 
however, has radiocarbon dated the start of the Early Neolithic in Western Macedonia to 
6600/6500 BCE (Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 2013; Maniatis 2014; Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014; 
Hofmanová, Kreutzer et al. 2016), while the start of the Neolithic in Thessaly was updated from 
the first half of the 7th millennium to 6500/6400 BCE (Reingruber 2008; Reingruber and Thissen 
2009), which closes the chronological gap between the regions.164 Although this early phase of 
Neolithic habitation in Macedonia is still only sparsely known, these findings remove the necessity 
of wholesale dependence on Thessaly and therefore allow for more interactive perspectives on the 
formation of the Neolithic in the region, integrating it in a wider Anatolian-Aegean-Balkan sphere, 
rather than just in a Greek one (e.g. Perlès et al. 2013).  
In this chapter, the habitation history of the region during the period 6500-5000 BCE will 
be examined, which corresponds to the EN, MN, and LNI periods. The goal is to gain insight into 
diachronic patterning in the intensity and character of settlement, in order to address the question 
of the changing character of Neolithic ways of life in Macedonia, in the context of the Neolithic-
Early Chalcolithic of Western Anatolia investigated in previous chapters. 
 
8.1.2 Geographical setting 
Definition of the study area 
The region of Western Macedonia, as discussed in this chapter, consists of two areas.165 First is 
the coastal environment of the western part of the Thermaic Gulf, which comprises the plains of 
Giannitsa and Imathia, and the hilly areas of inner Giannitsa, Imathia, Northern Pieria, Edessa, and 
Almopia. The inland part of the study area lies in between the mountain ranges of Vermion and 
Vernon, and includes the Middle Aliakmon area and the Kitrini Limni, Ptolemais and Amynteon 
basins. The division of the study area in these two zones, one coastal and the other inland, follows 
the geomorphology of the region: communication routes between coast and inland are largely 
restricted to the passage on the north side of Mt. Vermion, connecting the Amynteon Basin to the 
coast. Kokkinidou and Trantalidou (1991, 99) reported that the gorge between the Middle 
Aliakmon and the Giannitsa plain is ‘practically impassable’. This means that the inland and 
coastal areas of Western Macedonia probably had quite a different set of connections to 
                                                 
 
164 It was long held that Thessaly had a ‘preceramic’ phase of occupation dating to  the first half of the 7th millennium, 
which would widen the chronological gap between Thessaly and other parts of Greece. Several recent studies have 
debunked this idea, showing that these theories were ideologically inspired and were based on wrong interpretation 
of the (radiocarbon) data (e.g. Reingruber 2008 and 2011b). See Perlès et al. 2013 for a recent discussion of the 
radiocarbon chronology of Neolithic Greece. The lack of recent dates from Thessaly prevents drawing definite 
conclusions about the start of the Neolithic in this region (cf. Kotsakis 2014). 
165 In the remainder of this chapter, the region will be referred to as ‘Western Macedonia’, although strictly speaking, 




neighboring regions: the Middle Aliakmon is connected to Thessaly via the Sarantoporos Pass, 
and is further connected to Pelagonia (North Macedonia) to the north, while the coastal area lies 
on the North Aegean coastal route, connecting Western Anatolia to Greece via Thrace. Also, the 
river valleys of the Axios/Vardar and Strymon/Struma river connect the coastal area to the inner 
Balkans. Northern Pieria, located on the south side of the coastal area, occupies an intermediate 
position, connected both to the realm of the Thermaic Gulf and to Thessaly.  
 
Landscape, coastline, climate change  
Coastal area: Imathia, Giannitsa, and Northern Pieria 
Interest in the Holocene formation of the Giannitsa and Imathia Plains was fueled by the 
excavations at Nea Nikomedeia in the 1960s (Rodden and Wardle (eds.) 1996). The mound, now 
located on the edge of the coastal plain around 28 km from the coastline, witnessed severe changes 
in the coastal landscape since the foundation of the Early Neolithic site in the late 7th millennium. 
Bintliff (1976) was the first to publish a study of the environmental history, and he already 
concluded that the coastline of the Thermaic Gulf had altered significantly since the Neolithic. 
More recent studies have confirmed and refined Bintliff’s findings: Fouache et al. (2008) and 
Ghilardi et al. (2012) have shown that maximum marine transgression was reached around 
6000/5800 BCE. During the earliest occupation of Nea Nikomedeia, the site was located close to 
a fresh water lake, and in close proximity to the coast. In the centuries that followed, a marsh 
formed in the area of the lake. 
The northern part of the plain was covered by sea as well during the Neolithic period; 
especially the plain of Giannitsa was virtually non-existent, comprising only a narrow strip along 
hilly mountain slopes (Fouache et al. 2008; Syrides et al. 2009; Ghilardi et al. 2012). Most 
Neolithic sites in this area are located in the lower foothills of the Faikon mountains, in relative 
proximity to the Neolithic coastline. Although reconstructions are not conclusive, there are 
indications that the mouth of the river Axios, on the east side of the Giannitsa plain, was much 
wider than it is today, forming a sea arm rather than a narrow river (Chrysostomou 1997). This 
would mean that the physical boundary between the areas east and west of the Axios river was 
more pronounced during the Neolithic than it is today. The coastline of Northern Pieria was 
affected by Pleistocene-Holocene climatic changes as well, although not as drastic as in the case 
of the Thermaic Gulf. Sea transgression, regression and sedimentation have buried large parts of 
the Pleistocene coastal landscape (Krahtopoulou 2000; Kotsos and Urem-Kotsou 2006; 
Krahtopoulou and Veropoulidou 2014). In a study of the exploitation of molluscs at Neolithic and 
Bronze Age coastal settlements, Veropoulidou (2014, 417) shows that in contrast to the lagoonal 
conditions of the shallow Theramaic Gulf area, the shore of Northern Pieria was characterized by 
“full marine conditions”, which is associated with differences in the molluscan species available 
in these areas.   
Recent studies have shown the impact of the 8.2 kyr climatic event on the coastal area of 
Western Macedonia (Ghilardi et al. 2012): around 6000/5800 BCE, further marine transgression 
affected the formerly lacustrine conditions of the coastal plain around Nea Nikomedeia. Increased 
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salinity had severe impact on local vegetation, leading to environmental deterioration and changes 
in the occupation history of the coastal area. 
 
Inland area: Middle Aliakmon, Kitrini Limni, the Ptolemais Basin, and the Amynteon Basin 
On the south side of this inland area, part of the province of Western Macedonia, the banks of the 
middle reaches of the Aliakmon river yielded evidence for numerous Neolithic settlements; these 
river banks were flooded in several stages since the 1970s, when a dam was constructed and lake 
Polyphyto was created (Hondrogianni-Metoki 2009 and 2014). 
North of the Aliakmon lie the Kitrini Limni, Ptolemais and Amynteon basins. These basins, 
in between Mt. Vermion and Mt. Vernon, have seen several changes since the Neolithic, some of 
them due to natural processes such as sedimentation and changing water levels, and others through 
drastic recent interferences with the landscape. Deposits of brown coal lie close to the surface 
(Mavridou et al. 2003); since the 1980s, the Greek National Electric Company has been mining 
the area in large open mines. This has had a devastating effect on agricultural land, villages, and 
the in situ conservation of archaeological remains. At the same time, mining activity has been a 
great contributor to archaeological research, of which the ongoing large-scale rescue project in the 
Amynteon Basin is the most telling example (Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder 2015).166 
The areas traditionally used for agriculture are the alluvial valley bottoms, which are fairly 
narrow and lie in between much less fertile hillsides.167 A fertile area stretches from the southern 
shore of Lake Vegoritis towards the Ptolemais and Kitrini Limni Basins. Water bodies in the area 
include four lakes in the Amynteon basin (Vegoritis, Petron, Chimatidis, and Zazari), as well as 
now dry paleo-lakes. The Kitrini Limni basin, for instance, contained a large swamp which was 
dried in the 1950s in order to create agricultural land. During the Neolithic, the basin was low-
lying but dry, while lake formation took place from around 1700 BCE (Kalogirou 1994, 24-30), 
leading to the depopulation of the basin. Due to these water level fluctuations and sedimentation 
processes, the Neolithic surface now lies about a meter below the plain (Fotiadis 1991, 50-1).  
 
 
                                                 
 
166 See also Fotiadis 1991, 41-53; Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2014; Ziota et al. 2013. 






Figure 8.1. Western Macedonia: map of the study area with subregions, prehistoric coastline, and distribution of 
Neolithic sites. See Catalogue IV for an overview of the sites included in the data set. 
 
8.2 Neolithic settlement in Western Macedonia 
8.2.1 Research history and data set 
The body of data analyzed in this chapter consists of sites registered over the course of the last 
century. Wace (1914) and Heurtley (1939) were the first to publish prehistoric sites from the 
region. In 1991, Kokkinidou and Trantalidou published an overview of Neolithic and Bronze Age 
settlement in Western Macedonia between the rivers Axios and Aliakmon. Their catalogue already 
contained 96 sites dating between the Early Neolithic and the Late Bronze Age. Survey projects 
in the 1990s and 2000s have added a significant number of sites to this list: recent site indexes 
were published by Karamitrou-Mentessidi (2014), Hondrogianni-Metoki (2009 and 2014), and 
Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder (2015).168  
Although the body of data is fairly large, with over a hundred sites dating to the Neolithic 
period, there are several remarks to be made about the representation of the data. First, field 
surveys were mainly carried out in valleys and lower foothills, leaving much of the more 
mountainous terrain unexplored. Although a Neolithic preference for well-watered lowland 
locations can be expected, the incidental discovery of Neolithic sites in higher areas shows that 
                                                 
 
168 See also Mulliez 2010 and Cavanagh 2011 for overviews of (sub) recent prehistoric fieldwork in Greece.  
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these parts of the landscape were not devoid of habitation.169 Second, the lowlands have received 
a lot of alluvial deposits in post-Neolithic times, making the detection of sites from the surface 
difficult (Kotsos and Urem-Kotsou 2006; Kotsos 2014). Mounds can often still be recognized, but 
the discovery of flat sites often followed earth removal, e.g. in the context of road construction and 
mining. 
Besides the possibility that there are many more Neolithic sites that were not registered, 
the most significant difference between the Anatolian data sets (chapters 5-7) and the present data 
set is that the quality and detail of the data differs significantly. Overall, a large percentage of 
known Neolithic sites was excavated to a certain extent: the database includes 109 sites dating to 
the EN-LNI periods, 41 of which were excavated (38%). In most cases, however, only small 
soundings were made. The resultant lack of horizontal insight into settlement layout is partly 
compensated by several salvage projects which excavated exceptionally large areas (Makriyalos, 
Kleitos, Anarghiri). More importantly, very few excavations have moved beyond the preliminary 
publication stage, and these reports, most often published in Greek in the regional journal 
AEMTh,170 are poorly disclosed to the international scholarly public. Furthermore, an important 
challenge for the present study is the lack of chronological precision in the (survey) data set, 
especially when it comes to distinguishing the LNI (5500/5400-5000 BCE), LNII (5000-4000 







                                                 
 
169 E.g. Early Neolithic Ayios Nikolaos Ritini in Northern Pieria, Asvestario A in Giannitsa, and Lava Kasiani in the 
Middle Aliakmon. 









ENI ENII ENIII MNI MNII LNI Exc. period Exc. area Reference
Nea Nikomedeia* 12 1961-1964 1900 m2 Rodden/Wardle 1996
Lefkopetra Imathias 440 ? N/A Maniatis 2014
Trilofos - Bas-Karter 225 1993? N/A Graikos 2008, 795ff
Trilofos Kolimpakos 120 2006 N/A Graikos 2008, 795ff
Edessa Rizari ? N/A Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014, n. 30
Agrosykia A 180 1990 sounding Chrysostomou 1997b
Ampelies 130 1990 sounding Chrysostomou 1997b
Axos A* 34 1996 100 Chrysostomou 1997b
Damiano 160 1991 sounding Chrysostomou 1997b
Giannitsa B* 20 1989-2001 soundings Chrysostomou 1992, 1994, 1997a





2000-2001 850 m2 Chrysostomou and Geogiadou 2003
Loutraki Cave 375 2006 sounding Kabouroglou et al. 2008
Sosandra 148 2007 100 m2 Georgiadou 2013a and b
Paliambela Kolindrou 64 2000-present 675 m2 Halstead/Kotsakis 2004
Revenia Korinos 35 2002-2004 850 m2 Besios et al. 2006
Ayios Nikolaus Ritini 400 2003 N/A Besios et al. 2005
Makriyalos I* 66 1993-1995 90000 m2 Pappa and Besios 1999a
Kato Ayios Yiannis 55 1995 sounding Pappa 2007
TOTAL 
COAST
19 5 5 9 4 2 12
Kryovrysi Kranidion 290 1992 N/A Chondroyianni-Metoki 1995
Lava Kasiani 950 ? 2010 N/A Hondroyianni-Metoki 2014
Paliambela Roditis 370 2000-2001 38 m2 Hondrogianni-Metoki 2004




Servia* 270 1971-1973 316 m2 Ridley, Wardle, Mould 2000
Servia V 270 1972-1973 205 m2 Ridley, Wardle, Mould 2000
Varemeni Goulon 330 2000-2001 N/A Hondrogianni-Metoki 2004
Kozani Xirolimni Portes 675 1998 100 m2 Karamitrou-Mendesidi 2000
Galani Megalo Nisi 652 1987-1989; 1993 80 m2
Ziota et al. 1993; Greenfield and 
Fowler 2005
Kilada Toumba Kremasti 662 1998-1999 10500 m2 Chondroyianni-Metoki 2001
Kleitos I 675 1995; 2008-2010 20000 m2 Ziota et al. 2013
Mavropigi Filotsairi* 670 2005-2006 3300 m2 Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 2015
Drosia 595 1992 50 m2 Kotsos 1995
Filotas 565 1997 45 m2 Ziota and Moskhakis 1999
Ag. Panteleimonas Amyntaio 575 1998 N/A Chrysostomou in ADelt 55 (2000), 
804
Anarghiri III 592 before 2015 large-scale
Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder 
2015
Anarghiri XI 593 before 2015 13 ha
Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder 
2015
Anarghiri XIII and XIIIa 593 2015-current 9 ha
Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder 
2015
Limnichori II 591 before 2015 large-scale




18 2 3 10 10 7 11























































8.2.2 Chronological framework: pottery and radiocarbon dates 
In Greece, the Neolithic is often discussed on a national scale: the periodization of the ‘Greek 
Neolithic’ (c. 6800-3800 BCE) sets it apart from periodizations used in the Balkans and Anatolia, 
where the Neolithic has a much shorter duration – the Greek LNII and FN periods are roughly 
contemporary to the Middle-Late Chalcolithic of Anatolia and the Early-Late Chalcolithic of the 
Balkans. The sequence of Thessaly, lying between the southern regions of Attica and the 
Peloponnese and the northern regions of Macedonia and Thrace, set the standard for the national 
periodization (Papathanassopoulos (ed) 1996; Perlès 2001). The general use of the Thessalian 
periodization and terminology has been criticized (e.g. Andreou et al. 1996, 565), since it 
disregards the variability within the ‘Greek Neolithic’. Differences between north and south 
(Greek mainland versus the Peloponnese), and between east and west (Aegean coast versus Ionian 
coast) seem to have been quite pronounced.171 More precisely, the use of the labels Early, Middle 
and Late Neolithic masks uncertainty about the exact dating and characterization of these 
phases.172  
In recent years, important steps have been taken in order to get a more fine-grained 
understanding of the dating and development of the Neolithic in Western Macedonia. A large 
number of radiocarbon dates have been obtained through a program at the Demokritos University 
of Thrace (e.g. Maniatis 2014), which enrich the older data sets published for Nea Nikomedeia 
(Rodden and Wardle 1996) and Servia (Ridley et al. 2000). Especially the recent excavations at 
Mavropigi Filotsairi and Paliambela Kolindrou have produced many dates, while for a number of 
nine excavations, one to three samples were tested and published.173 Maniatis (2014) shows that 
the number of settlements in the study area that yielded dates between 6600-6400 BCE, i.e. the 
ENI, is now 8.174 The transition between the Early and the Middle Neolithic lies around 6000 BCE; 
radiocarbon dated settlements dating to this initial phase of the Middle Neolithic include Servia V 
and Sosandra (Georgiadou 2013 a and b), while Apsalos Grammi, Paliambela Kolindrou, and 
Servia have yielded MNII dates. The LNI, dating between 5500/5400 and 5000 BCE, is 
represented by dates from Megalo Nisi Galanis, Toumba Kremasti Kilada, Makriyalos I and 
Kleitos I.175   
                                                 
 
171 For a general overview of research in the Peloponnese, see Alram-Stern 2005. 
172 There is no consensus about the dating of the Middle Neolithic, neither in Western Macedonia nor in Greece as a 
whole. Traditionally, the Thessalian Middle Neolithic is defined by the Sesklo Culture, with painted pottery, and is 
dated to c. 5800-5200 BCE. A restudy of the Thessalian data by Reingruber (2008) has suggested a date closer to 6000 
BCE as the start of the Thessalian Middle Neolithic. 
173 Hondrogianni-Metoki (2014) recently published several calibrated calendar dates for rescue excavations carried 
out in the Middle Aliakmon valley, including the site of Lava Kasiani. 
174 Maniatis (2014) lists Nea Nikomedeia among the sites dating between 6600-6400 BCE. Reingruber and Thissen 
(2009) have argued that Nea Nikomedeia should be dated towards the end of the 7th millennium. Recently, mid-7th 
millennium dates were obtained from  Revenia Korinos (Hofmanová, Kreutzer et al. 2016), Xirolimni Porta and 
Pontokomi Vrysi (Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2014) 
175 For Makriyalos, only calibrated calendar dates were published (e.g. Pappa 2007). 
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Urem-Kotsou et al. (2014) combined these absolute dates with a pottery study, focusing on 
the EN an MN periods. This combined chronology is summarized in Table 8.2.176 For the 
development of Early Neolithic pottery, of interest is the development from ENI-II monochrome 
pottery to ENIII-MNI painted wares, which is contemporary to the Anatolian LN period and LN-
EC transition. Impresso decorated pottery is also found in Early Neolithic contexts, and it is not 
yet clear what the earliest occurrence of this type of pottery is (Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 2015; 
see also Ç. Çilingiroğlu 2010). For the Middle Neolithic, Urem-Kotsou et al. (2014 and 2017) 
emphasize that there is not yet sufficient chronological data to produce a fine-grained chronology 
for the transition from the Early to Middle Neolithic. Especially the beginning of the 6th 
millennium, which was potentially a period with several changes in the habitation history of the 
region, is not reflected in Urem-Kotsou’s pottery chronology, since ENIII and MNI (6200-5800 
BCE) are grouped together. This will be further discussed in the context of the settlement evidence. 
The subdivision of the Late Neolithic into an LNI (5500/5400-5000 BCE) and LNII (5000-
4500 BCE) phase follows the cultural sequence of Thessaly: LNI corresponds to a period with 
diverse painted wares in pre-Dimini style, while the LNII saw the introduction of black-topped 
and graphite painted Dimini (from Thessaly) and Vinča (from the Balkans) wares. In the 
chronological framework of this study, only LNI settlements should be considered; in practice, 
however, survey sites are often assigned to a general LN phase, and there is often little published 
information to base a more precise assessment on. Wherever the data permitted distinguishing LNI 
from LNII, LNII sites are excluded from the data set. This method leaves the possibility that the 
number of sites attributed to the LNI here is too high. In general, both the LNI and LNII periods 
suffer from a lack of chronological definition, at least in part caused by the paucity of excavated 
settlements with substantial (and dated) habitation remains (see 4.2.3). 
 
  
                                                 
 
176 It has to be emphasized that this periodization does not always conform to the periodizations used by other 
researchers. Early 6th millennium settlements are for instance often referred to as ‘Early Neolithic’, while they would 
be considered Middle Neolithic in Urem-Kotsou’s periodization. Indeed, Urem-Kotsou et al. show that there was a 
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Table 8.2. Western Macedonia: simplified regional chronology and pottery sequence, compared to the sequences of 
the key sites. 
 
8.2.3 Settlement patterns: a chronological overview 
Coastal area 
Early Neolithic habitation in the coastal area commenced at a time when most of the present-day 
coastal plain was covered by a shallow bay. Settlements were founded along the edges of this bay 
on lowland locations (less than 50 m asl), as well as in the lower foothills of the Vermion, Pieria, 
and Faikon mountains (100-400 m asl). Diachronic patterning in the habitation history of the 
coastal areas include the following chronological steps (Figure 8.2). First, the number of Early 
Neolithic settlements is substantial, with 15 registered sites for Giannitsa, Imathia, and Northern 
Pieria. For several excavated settlements, a start date in the Early Neolithic I-II period (c. 6500-
6200 BCE) can be proposed (Giannitsa B, Axos A, Paliambela Kolindrou, Revenia Korinos), while 
Nea Nikomedeia yielded ENIII occupation only. Second, after the Early Neolithic phase, the 
coastal area seems to have been largely abandoned for several centuries during the early 6th 
millennium: only seven Middle Neolithic sites were registered for the entire coastal area, and in 
the case of the Giannitsa and Imathia plains, excavated settlement contexts are virtually absent. 
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The number of sites with both Early and Middle Neolithic attested is even lower: only three sites 
yielded evidence for both phases. Overall, the evidence for settlement continuity between Early 
and Middle Neolithic in the coastal area is slim, which will be further discussed on the basis of 
excavated sequences. Environmental research has suggested this abandonment corresponded to a 
period of deterioration of the coastal environment around Nea Nikomedeia (Ghilardi et al. 2012). 
Indeed, Nea Nikomedeia, abandoned around 6000 BCE, is located in an area that was directly 
affected by delta formation and other Holocene processes, while Paliambela Kolindrou – occupied 
throughout the EN, MN, and LN periods – was located in a hilly environment largely unaffected 
by these changes.177 MN settlements in Almopia (Sosandra, Apsalos Grammi and Apsalos 
Komvos) confirm this move towards non-plain locations further removed from the coast. Third, 
the Late Neolithic is represented by a large number of sites, distributed between lowland and 
upland locations. Interestingly, in several cases Late Neolithic settlements overlie Early Neolithic 
remains. The fact that in excavated settlements, only Early Neolithic and Late Neolithic II remains 
have been reported (e.g. at Nea Nikomedeia, Polyplatanos, and Trilofos), suggests that some of 
the LN survey sites also date to the LNII rather than to the LNI period. This further emphasizes 
the pattern of intensive Early Neolithic occupation, followed by disruption and long periods of 
abandonment alternated with episodes of re-occupation.  
                                                 
 




Figure 8.2. Western Macedonia: phase plan of the coastal part of the study area, including Northern Pieria, the Imathia 
Plain, Edessa, Almopia, and the Giannitsa Plain. Key sites indicated, numbers correspond to Catalogue IV. 
 
Inland area 
The earliest Neolithic settlement in the inland area (Figure 8.3) is Mavropigi Filotsairi, with a start 
date of 6600/6500 BCE. This settlement was founded on the higher northwestern edge of the 
Kitrini Limni Basin. On the basis of stylistic similarities, it seems plausible that the excavated sites 
of Pontokomi Vrysi and Xirolimni (in Kozani) should be ascribed to a similar early phase 
(Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2009). In the area of Mavropigi, several more prehistoric sites were 
identified, but these all date to the MN and later (Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2007 and 2014). 
The first settlements on the Kitrini Limni valley floor, at 650 m asl, date to the very end of 
the Early Neolithic, i.e. around 6000 BCE. The valley seems to have been gradually filled in with 
new settlement foundations, reaching a number of 14 mounds at the end of the Late Neolithic in 
an area of 50 km2 (Fotiadis 1991, 41-54). These mounds were continuously occupied until the end 
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of the Early Bronze Age, and were not settled again due to environmental changes and lake 
formation. The idea presented by the investigators is one or two ENIII/MNI ‘founder sites’, and 
secondary sites resulting from demographic growth and fission of the founder population, which 
would mean that the basin was a micro region with a number of close-knit village communities 
with kinship relations (Fotiadis 1991; Greenfield and Fowler 2005).   
A program of surveys and rescue excavations in the riverine environment of the Middle 
Aliakmon river yielded over 40 Neolithic sites (Hondrogianni-Metoki 2014). The sites are all 
located on the lower  river terraces, now flooded, while the area between the present-day shore of 
Lake Polyphyto and the modern town of Kozani is largely devoid of known prehistoric settlements. 
The earliest excavated site in this area is Varemeni Goulon, with a possible start date of 6400/6300 
BCE. Several more settlements date to the ENIII period, i.e. after c. 6200 BCE. Sites belonging to 
this phase include Paliambela Roditis, Kryovrysi Kranidion, and Lava Servia. Of these four early 
sites, Varemenoi Goulon and Kryovrysi Kranidion continue into the Middle Neolithic (after c. 
5900/5800 BCE), while new foundations include Palla Rachis and Servia V. Servia itself was 
founded towards the end of the Middle Neolithic and was also occupied during the Late Neolithic 
I (c. 5700/5600-5300 BCE). Continuity from the Middle to the Late Neolithic is not attested at all 
sites. Both Middle and Late Neolithic were reported for Palla Rachis and Kryovrysi Kranidion 
(Hondrogianni-Metoki 2014).   
In the Amynteon Basin, the region of Four Lakes, survey and excavation programs have 
yielded the following insights into the development of Neolithic habitation: the earliest settlements 
date to the ENIII/MNI period, and can be found in dryland locations. The MNII and LNI saw the 
continuous occupation of the basin, but with a move to lakeside locations (Chrysostomou, Jagoulis 
and Mäder 2015).  
Overall, it seems that in contrast to the coastal area, the inland area displays general 
continuity of settlement from the Middle to Late Neolithic: both in Kitrini Limni and in the 
Amynteon Basin, there are settlements which where continuously occupied from the MNI/II to the 
LNI. An image emerges of two quite distinct diachronic patterns: although both areas were already 
settled during the ENI-II period, the coastal area displays a marked gap between Early Neolithic 
and Late Neolithic habitation, while the inland area shows a much more continuous development. 
Still, even in the inland area, a break between ENIII and MNII can be proposed, attested by the 
abandonment of sites around 6000, and the foundation of new settlements during the Middle 
Neolithic. This initial image has to further substantiated through the more detailed study of 






Figure 8.3. Western Macedonia: phase map of the inland part of the study area, including the Middle Aliakmon, 






8.3 Key sites: local habitation practices and occupation sequences 
Of the forty-one excavated sites in Western Macedonia, only a few have yielded clear architectural 
remains and detailed stratigraphic information. Of these, several sites can be regarded as key sites 
because larger areas were exposed, making it possible to study the spatio-temporal organization 
and character of these settlements. First, the excavations at Nea Nikomedeia (EN) and Servia (MN-
LN) stand out because of large-scale excavation and at least partial final publication. Second, more 
recent excavations at Mavropigi Filotsairi (EN), Paliambela Kolindrou (EN-LN), and Makriyalos 
(LN) have yielded abundant information about architecture and site planning, although these 
excavations were not fully published yet. Third, several well-explored micro regions, including 
the Kitrini Limni Basin, the Middle Aliakmon river valley and the Amynteon Basin, have yielded 
a large amount of settlement data, although results are preliminary and excavated material is 
awaiting further study and publication. Because a clear ‘key site’ is lacking for these areas, these 
will be discussed on a micro regional rather than on a local scale. 
 
8.3.1 Coastal area 
Paliambela Kolindrou 
Paliambela Kolindrou is located in the foothills of Northern Pieria. Archaeological survey, 
excavation (2002-present), and geomagnetic prospection by a Greek-British team of the Aristotle 
University of Thessaloniki and the University of Sheffield have revealed that the site consisted of 
both a mound and a flat-extended part (Halstead and Kotsakis 2002; Kotsakis and Halstead 2004; 
Kontogiorgos 2010).178 The flat extended part of the site was occupied during the Early and Middle 
Neolithic, while the settled area became more restricted in the Late Neolithic, leading to the 
formation of a mound. 
An area of over 500 m2 was excavated, in various parts of the settled area. Three meters of 
Neolithic deposits were investigated. Though not fully published, the radiocarbon evidence 
suggests occupation started around middle of the 7th millennium (Maniatis 2014). The pottery 
assemblage shows a transformation from ENI-II monochrome, undecorated pottery to red-slipped 
and painted pottery, as well as impresso, in the MN. The MN and LN saw the development of 
larger pots for storage and cooking (Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014 and 2017). 
The EN layers were not extensively excavated; preliminary publications suggest that the 
earliest phases of the site were characterized by pit dwellings, cut out in the soft bedrock on which 
the site was founded.179 A larger area was exposed for the Middle Neolithic period (c. 5800-5200 
BCE), including a ditch system, several rectilinear houses and outdoor pebble surfaces.  Some of 
the MN architectural remains are discussed by Siamidou and Urem-Kotsou (in press). Although 
                                                 
 
178 See also Kotsos and Urem-Kotsou 2006, 198-9 
179 For basic site information, see the project website: http://temper.web.auth.gr/index_en-2.html. Publication of 
specialist studies is largely restricted to the project website, where preliminary observations are summarized. 
Unfortunately, the information provided rarely distinguishes between the different phases of the site: the 
archaeobotanical and zoological data are said to represent the ways of ‘the Neolithic community’. 
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the existence of Middle Neolithic mudbrick houses on stone foundations is reported on the project 
website, the article mentions clusters of MN rectilinear wattle and daub houses – in fact, it seems 
that a combination of these techniques characterized the Middle Neolithic architecture. The article 
specifically discusses a house with three phases, the last one of which was burnt – deliberately, 
according to the authors. The burnt house had two rooms, and yielded indoor cooking and grinding 
facilities. The Late Neolithic (c. 5200-4500 BCE), limited to the mound part of the site, yielded 
several ditches and concentric stone walls; overall, these layers were badly disturbed by plowing, 
leaving no architecture preserved (Siamidou and Urem-Kotsou in press). 
To sum up, the Paliambela Kolindrou settlement shows occupation of the site between the 
middle of the 7th and the middle of the 5th millennium. For lack of detail in the published 
stratigraphical and other chronological evidence (radiocarbon dates, pottery), the occupation of the 
site cannot yet be regarded as continuous. The various phases of the settlement seem to have had 
different characters, with EN round dwellings, MN rectilinear houses, and LN ditch systems and 
unclear architecture. These differences may signal the transformation of the local community, but 
may also show more fundamental shifts in population and lifestyle, perhaps separated by periods 
of abandonment. If the sequence turns out to have been more or less continuous, this would mean 
that Paliambela holds a unique position in the Macedonian Neolithic, which is by and large 
characterized by settlements with much shorter occupation sequences.    
 
Nea Nikomedeia 
Nea Nikomedeia is a low oval mound of c. 1.50-2.50 m high and 220 x 110 m in size (Rodden and 
Wardle 1996, 2). Excavations by a British team directed by Rodden between 1961 and 1964 
uncovered Early Neolithic (6200/6150-6090/6060 BCE, Thissen 2000b) and Late Neolithic II (5th 
millennium BCE) habitation layers.180 In terms of horizontal exposure, the excavations at Nea 
Nikomedeia were the first of their kind for Neolithic Greece: Western European excavation 
techniques were used, including the investigation of several spits (Rodden and Wardle 1996, 5-6; 
Pyke 1996a). The area of excavation was located on the top of the mound, while a long narrower 
trench extending towards the northeast investigated the size of the settled area. Although the site 
was excavated in the early 1960s, the first volume of the final publication only appeared in 1996 
(Rodden and Wardle (eds.) 1996). This means that the contributors had to interpret 30-year-old 
field notes, which often led to uncertainty about finds and observations (e.g. Pyke 1996b, 50-2). 
The ENIII settlement consisted of three building phases, which were exposed over an area 
of around 1700 m2 (Figure 8.4). The excavators estimated that this amounted to 8% of the settled 
                                                 
 
180 The Late Neolithic remains are poorly published and dated. They may date anywhere between c. 5500 (beginning 
of LNI) and 4500 BCE (end of LNII) – which suggests a minimum length of the hiatus of 500 years. Ghilardi et al 
(2012, 49) date the LN phase to 4500-3500 BCE, based on Rodden’s 1964 account, which would mean that these 
remains date to the Final Neolithic.  
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area (Pyke 1996b, 47), although this percentage seems too low.181 Nine ‘structural groups’ were 
distinguished, each consisting of two or three more or less superimposed house plans. The houses 
seem arranged in some kind of radial pattern, and the site was possibly enclosed by a double ditch, 
only a tiny portion of which was exposed (Pyke 1996b, 52).  
Construction techniques did not change significantly in the course of the EN settlement 
history, with all houses built of wooden posts in foundation trenches. In some cases, buildings had 
a three-tiered plan, which can be associated either with a multi-room structure, or with the 
existence of suspended wooden floors, carried by several parallel rows of posts. The latter option 
seems more likely, but cannot be verified for lack of wood and wall remains. Clear indoor floor 
levels were equally absent, a white clay surface in Group 4 being the exception (Pyke 1996b). 
The EN houses were relatively large, with sizes between 40 and 50 m2.182 The inventories 
of the houses were not systematically published, and information on household installations is 
scarce. Due to the excavation strategy, the stratigraphic position of certain features is difficult to 
determine, and therefore the relationship between installations and structures is not clear. On top 
of that, several hearths and ovens were mentioned in the field notes, but most of them were not 
recorded on the site plans (Pyke 1996b, 50-2). Structural group 4 contained three phases of a 
building of outstanding size (over 120 m2), which contained five figurines, two greenstone axes, a 
large amount of unused flint, and hundreds of clay disks (Rodden 1964a; see also Bailey 2000, 
46). Rodden (1964a) initially interpreted this building as a shrine. Pyke (1996b, 48-9) suggested a 
broader range of possibilities, including a meeting place for village elders or the house of a chief. 
The fact that the ENIII settlement only consists of three building phases agrees well with a 
settlement history of less than a century, i.e. there was one building phase per generation. The 
pottery evidence points to a certain homogeneity throughout the EN levels (Yiouni 1996, 103; 
Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014), which confirms the idea of a short occupation history. A number of 
different wares were attested, including RSBW, some with painted decorations (red-on-cream), 
and impressed wares. This confirms a date late in the 7th millennium (Thissen 2000b and 2005; 
Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014).  
                                                 
 
181 Assuming that structure 4 was the center of a largely concentric settlement, my calculation would suggest a radius 
of c. 60 m, adding up to a settled area of c. 1.1 ha. The excavated area would constitute about 17% of the total area. 
In this case, it would be possible to assume a total number of houses of 45-50. The example of Mavropigi, however, 
shows that EN settlements need not be fully radial, and that areas of the settlement may have been used for other 
purposes than dwelling.  
182 Structures 2 and 5 were smaller – c. 34 m2. Structure 5 seems to be an incomplete plan: the structure is much 





Figure 8.4. Nea Nikomedeia: schematic architectural plan with structural group numbers and ditches. Based on phase 
plans in Pyke 1966b. 
 
Giannitsa B and Axos A 
The Early Neolithic site of Giannitsa B is located underneath the modern town of Giannitsa, on 
the edge of the Giannitsa plain. The site was excavated on several house plots by P. Chrysostomou 
between 1989 and 2001.183 The Neolithic finds yielded evidence for several phases of occupation, 
starting in the Early Neolithic. One radiocarbon date from the earliest deposits suggests a start date 
around the middle of the 7th millennium (Maniatis 2014), although more dates and contextual 
information are needed in order to substantiate this. In the EN levels, several types of pottery were 
encountered, including RSBW, painted pottery (white-on-red and red-on-cream), and impresso 
decorated wares. In the light of the pottery sequence of Western Anatolia, this would suggest a 
start date of the site somewhere in the late 7th – early 6th millennium. Late Neolithic material was 
encountered as well, including graffito decorated black pottery, and a range of painted wares. Due 
to the excavation history, insight into the architecture and settlement plan is fragmentary at best. 
The excavator argued that the combined evidence shows that Giannitsa B was an oval-shaped 
settlement measuring c. 10 ha – which would be on the large end of the spectrum.  Several pits 
                                                 
 




were found, as well as V-shaped ditches. An ellipsoidal pit, dating to the Early Neolithic, was 
interpreted as a pit dwelling. A later Early Neolithic level yielded remains of a rectilinear structure. 
Chrysostomou (personal communication, 2016) reported that he excavated a red plaster floor in 
an area of 4 x 4 m, dating to the earliest phase of the settlement. 
At Axos A, around 4 km northwest of Giannitsa B, one 10x10 m trench was excavated 
(Chrysostomou 1997b, 162-4). The site, located in a flat area close to the Neolithic coastline, is 
important because of the three-phase sequence, covering the transition from the earliest 
‘monochrome’ Early Neolithic I to the developed ‘painted and incised’ Early Neolithic II and III 
(Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014). This suggests that habitation at Axos A commenced around the middle 
of the 7th millennium. The find assemblage from the site included sling pellets, a figurine with an 
elongated neck, and a child jar burial. Although only a tiny portion of the village was exposed, 
architectural remains suggest that during the first two phases, rectilinear timber-framed houses 
were built. The end of Neolithic occupation was marked by the destruction of the Phase 3 
settlement by fire. 
 
Makriyalos I 
At Makriyalos in Northern Pieria, rescue excavations over an area of 6 ha due to road construction 
exposed two large, partly overlapping, flat extended settlements dating to the LNI (Makriyalos I, 
c. 5400-5000 BCE) and LNII (Makriyalos II, c. 4900-4500 BCE) periods (Pappa and Bessios 
1999a and 1999b). The Makriyalos excavations meant a boost for the study of the Macedonian 
Neolithic, with several articles emphasizing the unique character of Macedonian ‘flat extended’ 
settlements (Kotsakis 1999; Nanoglou 2001; Pappa 2007).  
The large area exposed by the rescue excavations showed that the Makriyalos I settlement 
was 28 ha large, and that it was enclosed by a double ditch. Within the enclosed area, clusters of 
pits were found, some of which were interpreted as pit dwellings. These dwellings had diameters 
of around five meters, and were sometimes associated with postholes. Hearths and ovens were 
found outside of the dwellings, again in shallow pits. The excavators suggest that the large open 
areas in between clusters of pits were used for agriculture (Pappa et al. 2013). 
Combining structural evidence with specialist studies, the Makriyalos team suggests that 
two social scales can be distinguished in the settlement. First is the social scale of household 
groups, which left traces of pit houses and small informal ovens and hearths scattered throughout 
the settled area, and second is the scale which integrated the wider local and regional community 
in acts of communal consumption (Pappa et al. 2004; Pappa et al. 2013). Evidence for this last 
social group is sought in the occurrence of large amounts of butchering waste, including whole 
carcasses, in combination with large amounts of pottery, in large refuse pits (pit 212, pit 214). The 





Figure 8.5. Makriyalos: excavation plan. From Pappa et al. 2013, 78, Figure 1. 
 
 
Figure 8.6. Makriyalos I: detail of the settlement, with pits interpreted as pit dwellings by the excavators. From Pappa 
and Bessios 1999a, 182, Figure 4. 
 
8.3.2 Inland area 
In the inland area of Western Macedonia, two clear key sites can be identified: Mavropigi Filotsairi 
and Servia. Besides these, nineteen more sites were excavated, albeit often in very small portions 
of the settlement. Notable exceptions are the large-scale excavations at Kleitos I (Ziota 2011; Ziota 
et al. 2013), as well as several recent and current excavation projects in the Amynteon Basin 





Mavropigi Filotsairi lies on the edge of the Kitrini Limni Basin, in a flat area at 670 m asl. The site 
extends over an area of c. 4000 m2, c. 3000 m2 of which was excavated during rescue excavations 
in 2005. Preliminary results were published in several articles (Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2007; 
Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 2013, 2015). An evaluation of 19 radiocarbon dates by Maniatis 
(2014) proposed that there were three main phases of occupation (Table 8.3). 
 
Stratum Phase Date BCE Site description 
1 Phase IIIa and b 6200-6000 Small village consisting of several rectilinear mud-and-wood 
houses, radially arranged around a Central Structure. 
2 Phase II 6300-6200 Several pit structures and workshops. 
3 Phase I 6600-6300 Initial occupation: remains in the area of the Central Structure 
Table 8.3. Mavropigi Filotsairi: occupation sequence. 
 
There is some discrepancy between the early date of c. 6600/6500 BCE and the published 
finds and stratigraphical information (Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 2015). Stratigraphically, three 
building horizons and a Neolithic deposit with a thickness of 0.80 m are reported, which does not 
seem to agree with 500-700 years of uninterrupted occupation. Six centuries of village history 
would have resulted in a much deeper stratigraphy and more complex site plan than presented by 
the excavators, especially when the architectural evidence is compared to that of Nea Nikomedeia, 
which had three building phases during an occupation period of around a century. The pottery 
sequence corresponding to the three-phase settlement history is likewise puzzling: the earliest 
pottery assemblage is said to consist of a mix of monochrome, painted and impressed wares, which 
would, in the Aegean and West Anatolian context, suggest a date towards the end of the 7th  
millennium. The excavators proposed that the impresso pottery found at Mavropigi dates to c. 
6400 BCE, several centuries before the appearance of such pottery in Western Anatolia 
(Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 2015; see also Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014).  
Given these concerns, here Mavropigi is primarily considered as an ENIII settlement, 
contemporary to Nea Nikomedeia. The site plan of phase III shows seven well-built houses, a 
central area with a large central structure, and open areas containing evidence for fences, open-air 
ovens, and workshop areas. The houses had rectilinear (sometimes slightly trapezoidal) plans, 40-
80 m2 in size, with walls containing posts placed in 30-50 cm deep foundation trenches and two 
central roof supports. House interiors were generally poorly preserved; documented evidence 
includes indoor hearths (usually in the center of the dwelling), as well as pits.  Furthermore, several 
houses showed evidence for indoor partitions in the form of screen walls. The houses show 
signs of repair, some of them having multiple floor levels, and several houses reportedly had two 
phases of occupation. Clusters of pits in and close to the houses, probably part of them dug for 
clay extraction and used for waste disposal and storage. In the case of Oikos 2, it seems that a c. 
20 m2 annex was connected to the building. Sub-floor burials were found, with several houses 
yielding one or more burials of both adults and children. The timing of these burials (before, during 
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or after the use phase of the house) is not entirely clear, although it is reported that all burials date 
to phase IIIb as well (Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 2015).  
The only area of the settlement where a longer diachronic sequence was attested, is in the 
area of the ‘Central Structure’. In writing, the excavators have presented a sequence of a 25 m2 pit 
house (phase I), a 50 m2 semi-subterranean house (phase II), and a 100 m2 surface-level house 
with a lime floor supported by large posts (phase III; Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 2013 and 2015). 
The published plan does not distinguish between these three phases, and it is unclear what the 100 
m2 rectilinear structure looked like. Furthermore, several pit structures, possibly workshops, 





Figure 8.7. Mavropigi Filotsairi: plan of phase IIIb, and a detailed view of Oikos 4. Based on Karamitrou-Mentessidi 





Servia was already known and investigated by Heurtley in the 1930s. British-Greek salvage 
excavations at the site took place in 1971-1973 in the context of the damming of the Middle 
Aliakmon River and the formation of Lake Polyphyto. Three seasons of excavation at Servia and 
two seasons of excavation at the near-by site Servia Varytimidis were published in several articles 
and a final publication (Ridley and Rhomiopoulou 1972, 1973, 1974; Ridley and Wardle 1979; 
Ridley et al. 2000).  
Servia was a low mound with five MNII phases, one transitional phase, and one LNI phase, 
which corresponds to around four centuries of more or less continuous occupation (Table 8.4). 
After 2500 years of abandonment, the site was resettled in the Early Bronze Age. Nearby Servia 
V, which did not yield any architectural remains or undisturbed settlement strata, is often 
characterized as either ENIII or MNI-II. The single radiocarbon date of 5800 BCE would suggest 
a date in the Middle Neolithic I-II (cf. Reingruber 2008, 401-2), while on the basis of pottery, 
Urem-Kotsou et al. (2014, n. 22) place the site in the ENIII-MNI period. The excavators (Ridley 
and Wardle 1979, 224-6) painted a very localized picture of the Servia community: they regarded 
the Servia V and Servia settlements as an occupation sequence, with the initial founder community 
of Servia V resettling at Servia because it was a more suitable settlement location.  
The MNII settlement of Servia consists of four settlement phases, each represented by three 
to seven (partially) excavated house plans. Most detailed information comes from area F, located 
in the center of the settlement, where dwellings of all MN phases were found. During phases 1 and 
2, the free-standing houses in this area had a more or less NE-SW orientation, were built in rows, 
while during phases 3 and 4, houses had a less regular orientation. Houses were separated by yards, 
sometimes covered with pebbles, and outdoor hearths and ovens were frequently found in these 
areas - according to the definition of the excavators, of 15 MN and LN pyrotechnical features 
encountered, only two or three can be classified as ovens (domed structures with an entrance), 
while the other 12 are classified as hearths. Indoor heating or cooking facilities were rarely found: 
only two houses yielded clear evidence for such structures (Ridley et al. 2000, 92-4).  
 




Earliest occupation phase: rectilinear houses arranged in rows. 
2 Rectilinear houses arranged in rows 
3 Mud and wood houses with sunken floors 
4 Mud and wood houses with sunken floors; burnt destruction horizon. 




Transitional phase; continuity with phase 5. 
7 Mud and wood houses, poorly preserved. Destroyed by fire. 
HIATUS 
EBA   Reoccupation of the mound. 




Many of the houses were burnt, leading to a relatively good preservation of floors and wall 
sections. However, there are few houses with a clear layout, which makes it difficult to reconstruct 
complete house plans. A mix of construction techniques was attested: in some cases, rows of 
closely spaced thin posts were set in clear foundation trenches, while in other cases walls seemed 
to consist of packed loam only. Walls of posts without foundation trench were attested as well. 
The house interiors contained large roof supports (25-35 cm in diameter), often occurring in pairs. 
These posts probably carried pitched roofs. There does not seem to be a very regular pattern in 
how and where in the space they were placed; posts do not always lie on the central axis of the 
structures. In several cases, larger posts were placed in or directly next to walls, and these 
functioned as internal buttresses. In phases 3 and 4, houses had ‘basements’, dug out 50-60 cm 
below the contemporary level of the yard. This arrangement may have facilitated the construction 
of upper stories; additional indications for this may be the placement of thick wooden posts against 
inner face of the walls of these houses, which functioned as buttresses during these phases (Ridley 
et al. 2000, 79ff).  
There seem to have been a number of ways to construct floors, and house interiors regularly 
featured more than one type of floor. Floors of beaten earth were found next to beamed floors 
covered with mud and straw. Also, mat impressions were found on burnt clay floors. This seems 
to suggest some form of interior division by floor types – beamed floors may well have been raised, 
and may have functioned as sitting or sleeping areas (Ridley et al. 2000, 86-90).  
Although not many complete house plans were defined, the excavators report that 
structures were generally between 30 and 55 m2 large (Ridley et al. 2000, 72). The largest variation 
is found in the length of the structures: the width seems to be quite consistently between 3.5 and 
5.5 m. A structure of exceptional size, as found in ENIII Nea Nikomedeia and Mavropigi Filotsairi, 
was not excavated. Structure 7 of phase 4, located in Area D, was exceptionally well preserved, 
despite the fact that much of the NE half of the building was truncated by an Early Bronze Age 
ditch. The building has a NW-SE orientation, with a length of around 8 meters. The building seems 
to have been at least 40 m2 large. The walls consisted of thin posts in a wall ditch, while many 
large roof supports and buttresses were found in the house interior. Structure 4.7 is the only house 
at Servia that yielded clear evidence for internal partitions, resulting in two spaces of unequal size 
– the Northern room being the larger one. 
The floor level of Structure 4.7 was cut 50-60 cm into the preceding levels, which explains 
the extra posts placed against the edges of this semi-subterranean structure. The house yielded a 
rich inventory of finds, including 17 complete vessels and over 50 small finds (jewelry, bone and 
stone tools). The southern room yielded several concentrations of charred botanical remains 
(einkorn wheat and lentil), as well as a pottery vessel containing charred peas. Finds were 
encountered both on the floor and in the collapse, which suggests objects fallen from a second 
storey, from shelves, or from the ceiling. Evidence for weaving is provided by a concentration of 
12 clay weights, found in the northern room. Comparing this rich assemblage of finds to other 
house inventories from MN Servia, it seems that the same spectrum of finds is generally 
represented in house interiors: household assemblages generally consist of pottery, grinding 
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equipment, finds associated with weaving (weights, spindle whorls), tools such as polished stone 
axes, and jewelry (Ridley et al. 2000, 22ff).  
 
 




















Figure 8.9. Servia: Middle Neolithic structure 4.7 from 
Phase 4 in area D. After Ridley, Mould and Wardle 
2000, 39, fig. 2.6. 
 
 
Although the burning of the phase 4 settlement meant a redirection of settlement activity 
during trasitional phases 5 and 6, the phase 7 (LNI) settlement seems to represent a direct 
continuity from the Middle Neolithic: the remains of 8 structures directly overlie those of the 
Middle Neolithic.184 The LNI houses were, again, not easy to define: structure numbers were 
assigned to areas with clay floors, while remains of walls were rarely encountered. Several remains 
of wall ditches and posts were found, making it clear that there is no real change in architectural 
techniques. Another continuity is the occurrence of beamed floors, which were a feature of the 
MN architecture as well (Ridley et al. 2000, 75-7; 89). The excavators suggest that the end of the 
LNI settlement was abrupt: the settlement burnt down in its entirety around 5300 BC, and the site 
was only reoccupied 2500 years later, in the Early Bronze Age (Ridley et al. 2000, 51). 
 
Kitrini Limni Basin 
The Kitrini Limni Basin, the prehistoric surface of which lies several meters below the current 
level of the plain, is dotted with low mounds (Figure 8.10). The Kitrini Limni survey project 
registered a total of 14 sites, two of which were excavated (Fotiadis 1991, 41-54).185 First, in 1987-
                                                 
 
184 Several new pottery types were introduced during the LNI period, most notably black topped wares, which shows 
close connections to Thessaly. The painted pottery shows a continuation from MN traditions, albeit with influences 
from the Balkans and other parts of Greece (Ridley and Wardle 1979, 213-5). Obsidian was only introduced during 
the LNI period, still in very low quantities. 
185 See Kalogirou 1994, 16-24 for the research history of the Kitrini Limni basin. Nine sites were first identified by 
French in 1960s, and four more by Karamitrou-Mentessidi in the 1980s. The Kitrini Limni project started in 1987, 
under the leadership of Michael Fotiadis. One more site, Toumba Hteniou, was found in 1988.  
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1989 and 1993, excavations at Galani Megalo Nisi yielded a sequence starting in the Late Neolithic 
I, and continuing during the LNII/FN and Early Bronze Age. The LNII and FN remains were 
published most extensively (Kalogirou 1994; Greenfield and Fowler 2005) – but these lie outside 
of the scope of the present investigation. The earliest habitation layers of the site are characterized 
by red slipped pottery, suggesting a date around the end of the 6th millennium. Second, in 1998-
1999, rescue excavations were carried out at Kilada Toumba Kremasti (Hondrogianni-Metoki 
2001). These large-scale excavations (over 270 5x5 squares were excavated) covered an area of 
6800 m2 in the NE periphery of the mound, exposing mostly off-site features: 462 pits were 
excavated, and a detailed study by Hondrogianni-Metoki (2009) suggested that they had a wide 
range of functions. Although many pits can be regarded as refuse pits, Hondrogianni-Metoki 
placed special emphasis on ritual depositions: some pits yielded assemblages of carefully placed 
complete pots, some with burnt archaeobotanical remains. Also, two human skeletons were found 
in pits, as well as 23 cremation burials. A T-shaped ditch system was found, which supposedly had 
ritual significance as well. A study of ground stone tools from the pits suggested that deliberate 
breakage and fragmentation of such items may be connected to ritual destruction and deposition 
(Stroulia and Chondrou 2013). The sequence of Toumba Kremasti Kilada covers the LNI and LNII 
periods, with radiocarbon dates between 5340 and 4900/4800 BCE. Although no architectural 
remains were uncovered, an interesting find is a house model, representing a rectilinear house with 
two storeys, a pitched roof, and a front porch (Hondrogianni-Metoki 2014; Figure 8.11). This 
model can be dated to the end of the 6th millennium.  
 
 




After a small-scale campaign in 1995, Kleitos was fully excavated during rescue 
excavations between 2006 and 2010 (Ziota 2011; Ziota et al. 2013). Two adjacent sites were 
excavated, Kleitos I and Kleitos II – the latter dating to the 5th millennium. Kleitos I, dated to the 
LNI period (late 6th-early 5th millennium) was a settlement of c. 2 ha large, enclosed by a system 
of ditches and a palisade (Figure 8.12). Ten wattle and daub buildings were excavated in the 
enclosed area. Most of them appear to have been large buildings (100-120 m2), with clay-coated 
post walls in foundation trenches and most likely raised wooden floors. The burnt houses yielded 
some information about their interiors, which contained storage installations, hearths, and other 
heating facilities, as well as grooved and painted wall decorations (Ziota et al. 2013, 62-3). The 
houses were quite widely spaced, and ovens, workshop areas, dug-in storage vessels and refuse 
pits were found in open settlement spaces. In terms of local sequence, several buildings yielded 
evidence for multiple occupation phases. This suggests a pattern of the vertical superimposition of 
subsequent buildings, as well as the maintenance of  relatively old buildings. A cluster of Neolithic 
burials was excavated, lying on the edge of the settled terrain. The excavators proposed that the 
eastern part of the settlement was not used for habitation, but rather for depositional activities 



















Figure 8.11. Toumba Kremasti Kilada: LNI house 
model. Note the front porch and the raised floor. From 
Hondrogianni-Metoki (2009), figure 60. 
 










Figure 8.12. Kleitos I: plan of the LNI settlement. After Ziota et al. 2013, Plan 1.  
 
Amynteon Basin 
Recent surveys and year-round rescue excavations at a number of 13 sites in the Amynteon Basin, 
north of the Ptolemais basin, have yielded a large amount of information about prehistoric 
habitation dating between the early 6th and the 2nd millennium BC (Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and 
Mäder 2015). Several sites were located in close proximity to lakesides, and the excavators argue 
for the gradual adaptation of prehistoric farming groups to lakeside environments, which resulted 
in architectural forms such as raised pile dwellings and wooden trackways. The preservation of 
wood is excellent, which will potentially yield detailed insights into Neolithic and Early Bronze 
Age construction techniques and the use of perishable materials in general. Furthermore, burnt pile 
dwellings which had collapsed into the lake were found, which means that both wood and daub 
remains were well preserved (see Figure 8.13).  
The excavators speak of the ‘Culture of Four Lakes’, referring to the lakes which define 
the modern landscape. On the basis of preliminary results, it seems that the earliest settlements in 
the area, dating to the ENIII and MNI periods,  were founded on dryland locations (Anarghiri XI, 
XIIIa, XIII). Architecture found here includes post-framed circular dwellings. The move to 
lakesides seems to have taken place mostly in the late 6th millennium, at sites such as Limnichori 
II and Anarghiri III (LNI period), and later, in the 5th millennium, at Anarghiri IXb. These lakeside 
settlements attest specialization and diversification in habitation practices: lakeside communities 
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most likely specialized in the exploitation of lake resources, while archaeobotanical and animal 
bone remains indicate that these communities had access to the traditional agricultural products as 
well (Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder 2015). The continuity of these types of settlements into 
the 5th and 4th millennia (LNII and FN) shows that in the middle of the 6th millennium, the 




Figure 8.13. Limnichori II: house model and remains of pile dwellings from the LNI settlement. From Chrysostomou, 
Jagoulis and Mäder 2015, figs. 6 and 7. 
 
8.4 Synthesis and discussion 
8.4.1 Synthesis: habitation history of Western Macedonia 
Introduction 
In section 2.3, general patterns in the intensity of Neolithic occupation in coastal and inland 
Western Macedonia were discussed. One of the main findings was that, although the earliest 
Neolithic occupation in both areas dates to the middle of the 7th millennium, the development of 
coast and inland was not entirely synchronous, with especially the Middle Neolithic period (early 
6th millennium) presenting a stage in which divergence between these two areas became more 
pronounced.  
Now zooming in more closely on the habitation practices associated with the development 
of Neolithic in the region, on first inspection, the key sites discussed in the previous sections 
provide insight into the versatility of the Western Macedonian Neolithic, with different types of 
sites (mounds, flat sites) and architectural forms (rectilinear houses, raised pile dwellings, pit 
houses) represented. Understanding this image rests on our ability to further contextualize the 
phenomena encountered. When studying diachronic and spatial patterning it must be taken into 
consideration that the data set has quite a different ‘shape’ than those of the Anatolian study 
regions, with fewer proper ‘key sites’, and a lot more excavated ‘secondary sites’, with generally 
limited information available. In the following discussion of the diachronic development of 
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Neolithic habitation in the region, information from these secondary excavated sites will be 
integrated in order to obtain a composite and diachronic picture of the character of Neolithic 
settlements during the 7th and 6th millennia.  
 
Early Neolithic architecture and settlements (6600/6500-6000 BCE) 
While there is an increasing amount of radiocarbon evidence for Neolithic occupation dating to 
the period 6500-6200 BCE (Maniatis 2014; Hofmanová, Kreutzer et al. 2016), the character of 
ENI-II settlements, considering architecture and settlement layout, remains poorly known (Table 
8.5). This scarcity of settlement data comes on top of general uncertainty about the reliability of 
these early dates. The total number of settlements with some form of evidence for mid-7th 
millennium occupation is 8 to 10. The combined settlement data from Mavropigi Filotsairi, 
Paliambela Kolindrou, Revenia Korinos, and the early occupation at Giannitsa B and Axos A, 
includes pit dwellings and other pit structures (Revenia Korinos, Mavropigi Filotsairi), round 
dwellings carved out in bed rock (Paliambela Kolindrou), and remains of a red plaster floor 
(reported for Giannitsa B). As of yet, there is no evidence for rectilinear architecture dating to the 
ENI-ENII periods, although it has to be taken into consideration that only small areas were 
excavated and that not all excavation data was published.  
Better insight into the character of early farming settlements in the region begins with the 
ENIII period (6200-6000 BCE), several centuries after the start of early farming habitation. Nea 
Nikomedeia and Mavropigi Filotsairi phase III provide the most complete picture of late 7th 
millennium settlements. The architecture at these two settlements, 35 excavated house plans in 
total, is technologically similar, with rectilinear freestanding buildings and construction techniques 
including wall ditches, post-framed walls, and thick center posts carrying pitched roofs (Figures 
8.14 and 8.15). Other ENIII settlements with remains of rectilinear houses include upland Agios 
Nikolaos - Ritini, Axos A, and Revenia Korinos. At Xirolimni Portes, remains of a burnt ENIII 
settlement were uncovered: dwellings were reportedly built of packed mud, sometimes on stone 
foundations, with large posts as roof supports (Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2000, 469-480). The sizes 
and plans of these buildings remain unpublished. Hondrogianni-Metoki (2014) reports excavated 
ENIII architecture from the Middle Aliakmon, from Lava Kasiani, Paliambela Roditis, and 
Varmeni Goulon. All these sites yielded evidence for rectilinear mud and wood architecture, 
although completely excavated house plans are scarce, and individual house plans were not 
published. Together, these data confirm the presence of nucleated settlements with quite 
substantial domestic buildings during the late 7th millennium. Apart from rectilinear houses with 
sizes between 40 and 80 m2,186 both Mavropigi Filotsairi and Nea Nikomedeia yielded evidence 
for an ENIII building of outstanding size (100-120 m2). Although other than size difference, there 
                                                 
 




is not yet sufficient information on the interiors of these buildings, they may well have functioned 
as community buildings rather than as household dwellings (cf. Pyke 1996b). 
Although seemingly, it is only in the ENIII period that Western Macedonian settlements 
can be characterized as nucleated villages, it has to be emphasized that the evidence for ENI-II 
occupation present at hand indicates local continuity from the ENI-II to the ENIII period: all 
known ENI-II settlements were also occupied during the ENIII (Paliambela Kolindrou, Axos A, 
Giannitsa B, Revenia Korinos), and for several ENIII-only settlements, the question of ENI-II 
occupation is still subject to debate (e.g. Nea Nikomedeia). Furthermore, the similarity between 
coastal Nea Nikomedeia and inland Mavropigi Filotsairi (and perhaps Xirolimni Portes) shows 
that the initial development of Neolithic settlement in both areas was highly interconnected, both 
on the level of settlements and architecture, and on the level of pottery and find assemblages. For 
the pottery, however, Urem-Kotsou et al. (2014) have identified some stylistic differences between 
the southern (Northern Pieria, Aliakmon, Ptolemais) and northern (Imathia, Giannitsa) part of the 
study area. 
Although most ENIII settlements were located in lower foothills, the period also shows a 
move to upland locations, such as at Agios Nikolaos Ritini in Pieria, and Lava Kasiani in the 
Middle Aliakmon (Hondrogianni-Metoki 2014). This may show the first adaptation of Neolithic 
habitation practices to new niches in the landscape – a process which continued during the Middle 
and Late Neolithic. 
 
  
Figure 8.14. Nea Nikomedeia: reconstructed ENIII 
house. From Pyke 1996b, 43. 
 
Figure 8.15. Mavropigi Filotsairi: reconstructed house 
from phase IIIb. From Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 
2015, 70, fig. 47.  
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Giannitsa B ENI-ENIII LNI 
flat,  
10 ha? 
Mix of architectural remains 
reported: oval dwelling; 
remains of rectilinear mud 
and wood buildings 
P. Chrysostomou 1992 
(AEMTH 3); 1994 
(AEMTH 5); 1997a 
(AEMTH 7); 1997b 
(AEMTH 10A); 2003 
(AEMTH15) 
Axos A ENI-ENIII LNII 
mound, 
3 ha 
Rectilinear wooden houses 
reported. 
P. Chrysostomou 





















Pit dwellings carved out in 
bed rock reported. 




ENI-ENIII - 4 ha 
ENI pit dwellings; ENIII 
rectilinear building with 
rows of postholes. Large 
rectilinear pits were 
interpreted as basements of 
dwellings by the excavators.  











One rectilinear house plan 
excavated. 
Bessios et al. 2005b 













Seven rectilinear ENIII house 
plans excavated, in radial 
pattern. 
Karamitrou-Mentessidi 




ENI-ENIII -   
Burnt ENIII house plans, lots 
of burnt daub. 
Karamitrou-Mentessidi 

















Three circular floors and 
some postholes found. 
Hondrogianni-Metoki 













Drosia ENIII/MNI - 
flat, 
N/A 
Enclosure ditch and one 
floor excavated. 
Kotsos 1995 (AEMTH6) 
Filotas ENIII MNI N/A 
EN en MN finds in a 
depression interpreted as a 
pit dwelling. 
Ziota, Moschakis 1999 
(AEMTH 11), 43-55 






Jagoulis, Mäder 2015 
Table 8.5. Western Macedonia: overview of architecture excavated at Early Neolithic sites.  
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Middle Neolithic architecture and settlements (6000-5500 BCE) 
As presented above, the Middle Neolithic was a phase in which the habitation history of coast and 
inland took diverging paths: while the coastal area was largely abandoned throughout the Middle 
Neolithic, the inland region shows both a certain degree of continuity from ENIII to MNI, as well 
as a continuous development from MNII to LNI. 
In the coastal area, the evidence for settlement abandonments at the end of the 7th 
millennium, including Nea Nikomedeia, Axos A, Giannitsa B, and Revenia Korinos, seems abrupt, 
and may have been related to environmental deterioration (Ghilardi et al. 2012). Convincing 
evidence for Middle Neolithic occupation was found in areas further removed from the coast, such 
as in Almopia, at Sosandra (MNI), Apsalos Komvos (MNI), and Apsalos Grammi (MNII), as well 
as at Paliambela Kolindrou in Northern Pieria (Table 8.6). Considering the settlement remains 
excavated at these sites, apart from the MNI-MNII rectilinear mud-and-wood and mudbrick houses 
found at Paliambela, a single burnt rectilinear mud-and-wood MNI house was excavated at 
Sosandra (Aidona and Kondopoulou 2012; Georgiadou 2013 a and b). The interior of this 
substantial building (58 m2 large), was subdivided into three sections, and domestic facilities such 
as indoor ovens and storage pits and pithoi were found (Figure 8.16). The house plans uncovered 
at Paliambela and Sosandra show that large rectilinear houses incorporating several household 
functions were still built in the early 6th millennium, showing continuity with late 7th millennium 
architecture. Excavation data from MN Apsalos Grammi and Apsalos Komvos, however, did not 
include evidence for such substantial buildings. At Grammi (5700-5600 BCE), one subterranean 
structure excavated, while all other features were pits. The site was enclosed by 8 m wide ditches. 
Apsalos Komvos (6000-5800 BCE) yielded similar enclosure ditches, as well as possible pit 
dwellings, one of which was fully excavated and published (Chrysostomou and Georgiadou 2003; 
Figure 8.17).  
 
 


















Figure 8.17. Apsalos Komvos: MNI pit dwelling. From 
Chrysostomou and Georgiadou 2003, fig. 5. 
 
 
In the inland region, more MNI and MNII settlements were found, and some of these were 
already occupied from the ENIII period, including Varemeni Goulon and Kryovrysi Kranidion in 
the Middle Aliakmon (Hondrogianni-Metoki 2014), and Pontokomi Souloukia in Kitrini Limni 
(Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 2013). Still, in the inland region as well, there was a certain degree 
of discontinuity around the end of the 7th millennium, with settlement abandonments including 
Mavropigi Filotsairi, Paliambela Roditis, and Xirolimni Portes. The period around 6000 BCE 
seems to have been one of increased influence from the south, with especially the Middle 
Aliakmon showing evidence for new settlement foundations with affinity to the Thessalian cultural 
realm (cf. Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014 and 2017)   
The main source for the character of MNII settlements is Servia, with its (for the region) 
relatively well-preserved mud and wood buildings, featuring post row walls, beamed floors, and 
mud plastering, and a settlement plan consisting of rows of houses. In the Middle Aliakmon area, 
rectilinear architecture was also found at Varemeni Goulon (Hondrogianni-Metoki 2014). Further 
North, in the Amynteon Basin, similar settlements seem to have existed, e.g. at Anarghiri, where 
two rectilinear post-framed houses were excavated (Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder 2015). 
The evidence for settlements with pit dwellings is restricted to the site of Mavropigi Isioma, dating 
to the end of the MNII period (c. 5500-5350 BC; Karamitrou-Mentessidi, Anagnostopoulou and 
Lokana 2013). This small settlement, with a settled area estimated at 3800 m2, contained one very 
large pit structure of c. 200 m2, as well as a number of five pits identified as dwellings. Other 
features included refuse pits, as well as five graves (Figure 8.18).  
From a pottery perspective, Urem-Kotsou et al. (2014) show that the MNII period 
displayed more subregional variability of pottery styles and surface treatments. At the same time, 
some pottery types were distributed throughout the region, attesting the interconnections and 
exchanges between subregional groups. On a settlement level, Urem-Kotsou et al. were also able 
to show differences in diversity within pottery assemblages, suggesting that a settlement such as 
Middle Neolithic Paliambela Kolindrou was highly connected, while other sites, such as Apsalos 
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Komvos, displayed mainly local characteristics. This fits the settlement evidence from these sites, 
which show Paliambela as a mound with an established settlement history and well-built houses, 
and Apsalos Komvos as a much shorter occupation without substantial architectural remains. This 
kind of differentiation in the settlement system can, however, not yet be fully understood, since 















Figure 8.18. Mavropigi Isioma: MNII pit dwelling 3, 
with surrounding pits and a sub-floor (?) inhumation. 













MNII Pit dwellings reported. 
Chrysostomou, Geogiadou et 
al. 2002; Chrysostomou, 
Poloukidou, Prokopidou 2003 
Apsalos 
Komvos 
MNI Pit dwellings reported. 
Chrysostomou, Geogiadou et 
al. 2002; Chrysostomou and 
Geogiadou 2003 
Sosandra MNI 
One rectilinear mud and 
wood house with a three-
tiered plan excavated. 
Aidona and Kondopoulou 
2011;  






Rectilinear mud and wood 
houses, some mud brick. 












Pit dwellings, large central pit 
structure. 











Rectilinear mud and wood 
houses; vertical 
superimposition of houses 
Ridley, Wardle et al. 1979; 
Ridley et al. 2000 
Amynteon 
basin 
Anarghiri XI MN 
Post-framed circular dwellings 
reported. 
Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and 
Mäder 2015 
Anarghiri XIII MN 
Post-framed circular dwellings 
reported. 
Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and 
Mäder 2015 
Table 8.6. Western Macedonia: overview of architecture from excavated Middle Neolithic sites.  
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Late Neolithic I architecture and settlements (5500/5400-5000 BCE) 
Late Neolithic I habitation is represented differently in the coastal and inland area. In the inland 
regions of the Middle Aliakmon, Kitrini Limni, and the Amynteon basin, the LNI period meant 
more or less a continuation of Middle Neolithic settlements, which often involved actual settlement 
continuity between these phases, although at Servia, changes occurred between the destroyed MN 
level 4 and the LNI levels 6 and 7, both in terms of occupation sequence and material culture. 
Kleitos I yielded large timber-framed buildings (Ziota et al. 2013); and the architectural evidence 
from the Amynteon basin suggests that (lakeside) settlements with raised mud and wood dwellings 
existed (Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder 2015). Another line of evidence for Late Neolithic I 
architectural forms is provided by house models, found at Toumba Kremasti Kilada, Limnichori 
II, and Kleitos I (Hondrogianni-Metoki 2014; Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder 2015; Ziota 
2011), which show raised rectilinear houses with interior ovens on the upper level.187  
In the coastal area, in contrast, the LNI period meant renewed settlement activity after a 
period of a low intensity of habitation during the MNI-MNII periods, although the character of 
this LNI occupation is poorly understood. A total of 4 sites, as well as one cave, were excavated, 
and excavated features are mostly limited to pits and ditches. The clearest example of such a 
settlement is Makriyalos I, while for Ampelies (Giannitsa), round pile dwellings were reported. 
LNI occupation at the Paliambela Kolindrou mound is, up to date, not represented by architectural 
remains.  
The continuities, discontinuities, and redirections of Neolithic settlement in Western 
Macedonia can be understood on two scales of interpretation. On a regional scale (8.4.2), the focus 
lies on divergence and adaptation; and on the inter-regional scale (8.4.3), the focus lies on the 
changing inter-regional relations of the region. 
 
8.4.2 Flat sites, mounds, and lakeside settlements: the changing character of Neolithic 
habitation? 
Mounds and flat sites have played a central role in discussions about Neolithic habitation practices 
in Northern Greece for almost two decades (Kotsakis 1999; Nanoglou 2001, 310-2; Pappa 2007; 
Kotsos and Urem-Kotsou 2006; Ziota et al. 2013; Pappa et al. 2016). This discussion started with 
the recognition that the association between Neolithic settlements and mounds, based on the 
archaeological record of Thessaly, did not represent all forms of Neolithic settlement. The 
excavations at Makriyalos in the 1990s showed Neolithic settlement activity spread out over a 
large area (28 ha), as well as an absence of durable structures (Pappa and Bessios 1999a and b). 
Kotsakis (1999) proposed that with Makriyalos, a new type of Neolithic settlement was discovered, 
                                                 
 
187 Contemporary house models from MN and LN Thessaly are generally interpreted as evidence for the central 
position of house and household in Neolithic symbolism, with a shift in representation from an MN focus on the house 




coined the ‘flat extended settlement’, characterized by a large size, earthworks (enclosure ditches), 
pit dwellings and other pit structures, a limited degree of vertical superimposition of settlement 
phases, and an overall low habitation density within the settled area (Table 8.7). 
 
  Mounds Flat extended sites 
Size small, less than 2 ha large, 10-30 ha 
Architecture 
rectilinear buildings, with high clay or 
stone component 
pit dwellings 
Density of occupation high low 
Length of occupation long short 
Stratigraphy vertical superimposition lateral displacement 
Enclosures walls  earthenworks, ditches 
Regional associations Southwest Asia, South-Central Greece Balkans 
 Table 8.7. Mounds and flat extended sites: overview of opposing characteristics as proposed by e.g. Kotsakis 1999.  
 
The next interpretative step taken by several scholars is the idea is that mounds and flat 
sites do not only represent different site formation processes, but that these settlement types should 
also be linked to the existence of different types of communities, with different attitudes towards 
monumentality, ancestry, ownership, and social relations. Kotsakis (1999) proposed that these 
communities had a different ‘ideological basis’: in tell communities, individual households based 
their social status on lineage, materialized through the vertical superimposition of houses over 
generations; in contrast, flat extended communities were based on cooperation, and descent was 
associated with the community as a whole, rather than with individual households. Nanoglou 
(2001, 310-2) proposed that in flat extended settlements, there were more possibilities for shifting 
dwelling areas over the settlement, thereby allowing the rearrangement of social relations – 
suggesting a more fluid social fabric in these communities.188 The idea that different types of 
settlements are associated with different community strategies is also reflected in the notion that 
mound formation is not simply a by-product of long-term occupation in a restricted area, but that 
it also has a dimension of intentionality (e.g. Chapman 1989 and 2008, Nanoglou 2001). This way, 
both intra-regional variability and inter-regional differentiation are proposed: intra-regional 
variability is thought to relate to parallel types of society, and in an inter-regional perspective, 
mounds would follow the habitation practices of Thessaly (and by extension the ‘eastern’ practices 
of Anatolia and Southwest Asia), while flat extended sites were more integrated into the Balkan 
realm (Pappa 2007).189  
                                                 
 
188 It has been proposed that in flat extended settlements, cultivated fields laid within the settlement enclosure, in 
between clusters of huts (Pappa and Bessios 1999a; Nanoglou 2001, 311; Pappa et al. 2016).  
189 Kotsakis (1999) emphasized that he considered the absence of evidence for flat extended sites in Thessaly not as 




Returning to the Western Macedonian data set, this hypothetical dichotomy between flat 
sites and mounds is problematic in several ways. Since many sites were excavated in the past 20 
years, the defining characteristics of flat extended settlements, as well as their fixed combination, 
have started to shift. Sites with rectilinear architecture and restricted size have been defined as flat 
extended settlements (e.g. Kleitos I, a settlement of only 2 ha with large rectilinear buildings; Ziota 
et al. 2013); mounds have yielded evidence for pit dwellings, for example dating to their initial 
occupation phase (e.g. Paliambela Kolindrou, Revenia Korinos); and settlements appearing ‘flat’ 
on the surface in fact contained dense architecture in a restricted area, but lacked stratigraphic 
depth and perhaps also lacked the high mud component necessary for mound formation (e.g. 
Mavropigi Filotsairi). Indeed, it depends on the definition of ‘flat extended’ which settlements fall 
into this category – is it settlement morphology (visible mound or not), settlement size (nucleated 
versus extended), architectural forms (pit dwellings or rectilinear houses), the density of 
architecture, settlement longevity, or a combination of two or more of these factors? 
Besides this difficulty with maintaining two categories of settlements in practice, my main 
concern with discussions about flat versus mound sites is that they remain vague about the 
chronological development of habitation practices, i.e., case studies include sites far removed from 
each other in time, which are said to together represent ‘Neolithic’ habitation practices in 
general.190 These perspectives, therefore, reveal not much about the definition and development of 
such practices and their position in the context of the Balkan-Anatolian Neolithic.  
Considering the dating of settlements with identified pit dwellings, two periods with a 
larger number of cases of settlements with pit dwellings can be identified: first the very beginning 
of the Neolithic in Western Macedonia (ENI-II, 6500-6200 BCE), and second the second half of 
the 6th millennium (MNII-LNI). For the period 6200-5500, the evidence for pit dwellings is scarce 
to absent. I propose that, to begin with, these ENI-II pit dwellings and MNII-LNI pit dwellings 
should be seen as two separate phenomena. ENI-II pit dwellings, often lying at the basis of later 
ENIII nucleated settlements (Paliambela Kolindrou, Revenia Korinos, perhaps Giannitsa B and 
Axos A), in my view, do not represent flat extended settlement. There is no evidence for the lateral 
displacement of subsequent settlement phases (to the contrary, later settlement strata overlie these 
pits). The second period with pit dwellings, i.e. the MNII-LNI period, goes together with a clearer 
case for flat extended settlements: settlements such as Apsalos Grammi, Apsalos Komvos, 
Makriyalos I, and Mavropigi Isioma yielded only pits, pit dwellings, and ditches, while these sites 
lacked stratigraphical depth. Interestingly, Mavropigi Isioma is up to date the only settlement with 
pit dwellings in the inland study area: contemporary settlements contained rectilinear buildings.    
                                                 
 
190 Pappa (2007, 270) writes that “[t]he continuous presence of the flat settlement throughout the Neolithic period 
was parallel to the tell sites”, indicating “the complexity of Neolithic society”. Kotsakis (1999) makes a case for 




These chronological and spatial patterns in the occurrence of pit dwellings still by-pass the 
question of their dwelling function. One possibility is that architectural forms at some of the ‘pit 
dwelling’ sites did not leave archaeological remains, for example because posts were not dug into 
the soil; next, it is possible that at least some ‘pit dwellings’ represent sub-floor spaces of surface-
level houses.191 This interpretation will be further explored in relation to the evidence from the 
Struma River Valley in the next chapter. Another possibility is that some ‘pit-only’ sites actually 
represent activities in the settlement periphery. Off-site activity has been argued for the excavated 
‘pit landscape’ of Kilada Toumba Kremasti (Hondrogianni-Metoki 2009), and the excavated area 
of Pontokomi Souloukia (Karamitrou-Mentessidi, Anagnostopoulou and Lokana 2013, 42), which 
mainly yielded evidence for refuse disposal, and this may apply to more excavated settlements 
without architectural remains.192 Indeed, the periphery of a settlement is seldom selected for 
excavation; the archaeological record of Western Macedonia is unique in the sense that it contains 
several large-scale rescue excavations, which provides the possibility of gaining a more complete 
insight into the variability of Neolithic presence in the landscape, beyond habitation cores (cf. 
Bailey 1999b).  
This brings us to the next issue in the definition of flat extended sites: their large size and 
lack of vertically superimposed settlement strata, i.e., their ‘horizontal stratigraphy’. The case of 
Makriyalos I, with an area of 28 ha enclosed by ditches, is as of yet unparalleled in the region. The 
lack of published stratigraphic data prevents full understanding of the formation of this large 
settlement during the Late Neolithic I period: it is possible that indeed, habitation clusters shifted 
through the settled area over time, but still, this would have been within the area defined by the 
enclosure ditches, i.e., within an area that was pre-planned. It was only in the LNII period that the 
settled area really shifted outside of the enclosure. Other MNII-LNI settlements with large sizes 
have been reported for the area of Thessaloniki, although none of these settlements were exposed 
over such large areas, and the maximum estimated size lies around 10 ha (Pappa 2007). In contrast, 
Kleitos I, fully excavated, was only 2 hectares large (Ziota et al. 2013). Indeed, large size does not 
seem to be a standard characteristic of flat sites, with Mavropigi Isioma (less than 0.5 ha) as a 
telling example. In comparing settlement sizes, it should always be borne in mind that settlement 
size is both difficult to determine, and next, also difficult to compare. The size of ‘flat extended’ 
sites may include areas that could also be defined as ‘off-site’ areas. Including such ‘off-site’ areas 
into the overall settlement size is problematic in the inter-regional perspective: in comparison, 
Anatolian mounds would then represent very small (nucleated) settlements, since there is just no 
excavated evidence for activity beyond the mound – it is very possible that ‘pit landscapes’ 
characterized by refuse disposal and craft activities bordered Anatolian mounds as well.  
                                                 
 
191 Indeed, for EN Revenia Korinos, Bessios et al. (2006) suggested that part of the 86 pits excavated represented sub-
floor basements of dwellings. 
192 This may also be applicable to the flat extended part of the Paliambela Kolindrou site (Kontogiorgos 2010). 
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We have already seen that flat sites with pit dwellings mainly date to the MNII and LNI 
periods. The spatial distribution of these sites seems to lie mainly in the coastal area, with 
Makriyalos I, the quintessential flat extended site in the definition of Kotsakis (1999) and Pappa 
(2007) and several sites in Central Macedonia (the area of Thessaloniki), e.g. Thermi (MNII/LNI), 
Vasilika, Thessaloniki International Fair (Pappa 2007), and Stavroupoli (MNII/LNI, Kotsos 2014) 
which all yielded some evidence for pit structures.193 Further comparative evidence comes from 
the Langadas Basin, east of Thessaloniki, where Middle and Late Neolithic settlement fits the flat 
extended narrative in terms of the limited stratigraphic depth of settlements (Kotsos 2014), 
although the size of these settlements remains unknown due to limited excavation.  
While the regional associations of MNII and LNI ‘flat settlements’ with pit dwellings 
mainly lie to the east and north of the study area, which are mainly lower-lying flat areas, in 
contrast, the inland areas of Western Macedonia display little evidence for flat extended 
settlements during the second half of the 6th millennium, with settlements such as MN-LN Servia, 
the Kitrini Limni mounds, and the lakeside settlements in the Amynteon Basin. The sequence of 
settlement development found in the Amynteon Basin suggests the move from dryland locations 
during the ENIII/MNI period to lakesides during the LNI and later, which attests the adaptation of 
Neolithic habitation practices to new landscape zones. A similar move to lakeside locations has 
been found in the region of Kastoria, located in inner Western Macedonia. The Middle Neolithic 
settlement of Avgi was located on a dryland location, while the later Middle and Late Neolithic 
saw closer engagement with the lakeside environment, for example at Dispilio, where late 6th 
millennium pile dwellings have been excavated.194 This move to parts of the landscape previously 
not inhabited can also be understood as an Ideal Free Distribution, which suggests that in case of 
higher pressure on preferred ecological niches, other niches start to become desirable (Sutherland 
1996; Winterhalder and Kennett 2006, 16).195 The move to such areas undoubtedly went hand in 
hand with changes in subsistence economies: for the neighboring Langadas basin, Kotsos (2014) 
suggested that there was a move from Middle Neolithic settlements in locations suitable for a broad 
mixed farming economy, to Late Neolithic settlements in locations suitable for either agriculture 
or animal husbandry. This idea of a certain degree of economic specialization is supported by the 
evidence for Late Neolithic use of caves (e.g. Loutraki and Rodochori), which may attest pastoral 
activities in upland areas (cf. Trantalidou, Belegrinou and Andreasen 2010). In this light, the 
phenomenon of ‘flat extended’ settlements may fit the increasing subregional variability of 
                                                 
 
193 Stavroupoli yielded evidence for MNII pit structures and LNI rectilinear houses; see Kotsos 2014. 
194 At Dispilio, reconstructed lakeside dwellings and wooden trackways are part of an archaeological park. See 
http://www.macedonian-heritage.gr/Museums/Anthropological_and_Nat_History/Proistoriko_Dispiliou.html. 
See Gkouma (2017) for a paleolandscape study on the formation of  a lakeside settlement at Dispilio during the second 
half of the 6th millennium. Dispilio is considered the earliest known lakeside settlement in Europe. 
195 This is in accordance with the findings of Krauß et al 2017: the initial appearance of Neolithic populations in the 




habitation practices during the second half of the 6th millennium, associated with the less restricted 
use of favored niches and the development of alternative subsistence practices – indeed, Kotsakis 
(1999, 72-3) suggested that the Makriyalos farmers lived on soil with a high clay content, which 
was difficult to work without the application of manure. The close proximity of living areas and 
fields became more crucial.  
Overall, I think there is reason to nuance the idea of flat extended settlements as a separate 
category of settlement. Nonetheless, it is clear that in terms of intergenerational habitation 
strategies, occupation sequences characteristic for the ENIII period, with vertical superimposition 
of houses, became rare (though not absent) in the 6th millennium. This may have gone hand in 
hand with a higher degree of mobility, and less stable social configurations, in these later stages 
of the Western Macedonian Neolithic. 
 
8.4.3 Western Macedonia and neighboring regions: interaction spheres and (dis)continuity of 
habitation 
The development of the Neolithic habitation of Western Macedonia shows, besides intra-regional 
variation and changes in the character of settlements, the influence of and connections with 
neighboring regions. While the cultural connections of the initial settlement of the region around 
the middle of the 7th millennium are not yet sufficiently understood, with both Thessalian 
(Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 2015) and (South)West Anatolian connections proposed on the basis 
of material culture assemblages, the later stages of the Early Neolithic show clear parallels on the 
inter-regional level. Without wanting to go into the detail of comparative material culture studies, 
it is evident that material culture assemblages showing inter-regional connections mainly date to 
the ENIII period: the assemblage of Nea Nikomedeia contains elements with (Southwestern) 
Anatolian parallels, including Red Slipped and Burnished wares, painted and impresso decorated 
pottery, plastic decorations (Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014) and ring-base pottery (Ozan 2013), face 
pots, stamp seals, sling pellets, female figurines, and frog figurines (Rodden 1964b).196 Similar 
finds are reported from Paliambela Kolindrou, Mavropigi Filotsairi (Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 
2015), Revenia Korinos (Bessios and Adaktylou 2006) and Xirolimni Portes (Karamitrou-
Mentessidi 2000). This, again, shows that the development of the late 7th millennium Neolithic 
should be understood as a parallel and interconnected process, closely connected to developments 
in Western Anatolia and Thessaly, but not necessarily fully dependent on these regions in terms 
of origins (see also Urem-Kotsou et al. 2017).  
Intra-regional variability becomes more apparent during the Middle and Late Neolithic 
periods, with the Giannitsa Plain and Almopia related to Early Neolithic cultures of Western 
Bulgaria (Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014, 508-9), while inland regions show closer connections to 
Thessaly. There are several phases in which there was possibly a heightened movement of people 
                                                 
 
196 For a study of stamp seals from North Macedonia, including Greek and Anatolian parallels, see Naumov 2008. 
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and material culture: for the inland region, especially the ENIII-MNI period seems to represent a 
period of increased influence from Thessaly,197 with new settlement foundations in the Middle 
Aliakmon and the Kitrini Limni basin. The subsequent pottery development at these sites is in 
parallel with the Thessalian sequence, suggesting sustained contacts between the regions - indeed, 
the MNII pottery of Servia was already regarded as more ‘Thessalian’ than the pottery of earlier 
Servia V by the excavators (Ridley and Wardle 1979, 204). Such similarities have also been 
observed for sites in Northern Pieria, including Paliambela-Kolindrou (Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014; 
Urem-Kotsou et al. 2017). The importance of such inter-regional connections should, however, be 
understood in the micro regional context as well. Subregional variability in pottery assemblages 
increased during the Middle Neolithic (Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014); the Kitrini Limni basin provides 
an example of a micro region with an increasingly dense network of closely related villages, which, 
despite a certain inward focus, were well integrated into supra-regional exchange networks, which 
resulted in the presence of non-local materials such as obsidian and certain types of stone at these 
sites (Ziota et al. 1993).    
Towards the end of the 6th millennium (LNI period), habitation practices seem to show a 
mix of relations, with coastal areas showing clearer connections to the east (Eastern Macedonia, 
Greek Thrace) and north (Struma valley) than the inland area, which kept closer relations to 
Thessaly and Pelagonia (North Macedonia; Naumov 2013, 2016). Importantly, in coastal areas, 
this period is associated with renewed settlement after a period of limited settlement activity. 
Crucial discontinuities and fluctuations in settlement character and density seem to have 
characterized the development of 6th millennium settlement in the region. 
 
8.5 Conclusions 
The region of Western Macedonia was continuously inhabited by Neolithic farmers from the 
middle of the 7th millennium onwards. Zooming in on local and subregional settlement sequences, 
however, discontinuities and changes regarding the character of villages, their localities in the 
landscape, and their cultural connections can be recognized. Mobility, over shorter and longer 
distances, seems to have been an integral part of the habitation history of the region. Incoming 
groups, for instance from neighboring Thessaly, as well as groups who abandoned their Early 
Neolithic villages, determined the development of Neolithic ways of life in the region after initial 
Neolithization. 
Zooming out to the level of the regional habitation history during the 7th and 6th millennia, 
an interesting contrast between Western Macedonia and the Anatolian study regions is taking 
shape: whereas Anatolian settlements generally show continuity of occupation from the late 7th to 
the early 6th millennium, as well as a move towards monumentalization of settlements, with 
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complex mudbrick structures and planned settlement layout becoming the norm, in Western 
Macedonia such a process cannot be detected in the present data set. Most importantly, in Western 
Macedonia there seems to have been a larger degree of discontinuity of occupation around the 
beginning of the 6th millennium. This is not to say that there is no continuity in the development 
of pottery and other material culture on a regional scale, but rather that there was a marked shift in 
settlements (abandonments, new foundations, changes in settlement character). Middle Neolithic 
I-II (6000-5500 BCE) architecture either continued in the tradition of the ENIII period, or shows 
evidence for pit structures, which seems to indicate a lack of monumentality during this period. 
Furthermore, the Anatolian study regions reveal next to nothing about habitation during the second 
half of the 6th millennium, while in Western Macedonia, this was a phase of the further adaptation 
of Neolithic ways of life to diverse environments. 
Although many sites in Western Macedonia can be categorized as ‘flat’, due to the limited 
thickness of occupation deposits and their inconspicuous place in the landscape, a sharp contrast 
between tells and flat sites cannot be drawn. I propose that ‘flat (extended) settlements’, as they 
are discussed in the literature, present a too broad category, that masks the absence of a clear 
dichotomy between flat sites and mounds. Still, it seems that the 6th millennium saw more 
settlements with limited length of occupation, which seems to represent a departure from Early 
Neolithic dwelling concepts associated with nucleated settlements and the vertical superimposition 
of habitation layers. Especially the coastal area is associated with such short-term and non-
monumental occupations, while in the inland area,  in several well-explored subregions, a pattern 
of habitation which can be associated with demographic growth and gradual filling-in of the 
landscape can be observed. This seems to have gone hand in hand with the development of more 
strongly differentiated subregional cultures during the Middle and Late Neolithic.    
The ebb and flow of the Neolithic habitation history of Western Macedonia can potentially 
be correlated with, arguably, the ‘next episode’ in the history of the spread of farming: the 
Neolithization of the Balkans. The two periods of discontinuity in habitation, i.e. the period around 
6000 and the period around 5400 BCE, correspond to the development and disappearance of the 
Balkan Starčevo and related Early Neolithic cultures. In the next chapter, these interrelations will 




CHAPTER 9. CASE STUDY V: THE STRUMA RIVER VALLEY 
 
 
9.1 Setting the scene 
9.1.1 Introduction 
The Struma River Valley in Southwestern Bulgaria can be regarded as a key region in the 
development and spread of early farming societies for several reasons. First of all, the region 
connects the Aegean with the Central Balkan hinterland, where the Early Neolithic Starčevo 
culture and the Late Neolithic Vinča culture constitute hallmarks of Southeast European prehistory 
(e.g. Anthony (ed) 2010), and has therefore been identified as one of the main ‘highways’ of the 
Neolithic into Europe (cf. Nikolov 1989a; Krauß et al. 2017). Second, some of the earliest 
Neolithic settlements of Bulgaria, predating the Early Neolithic of Bulgarian Thrace (Karanovo 
Culture), are found in the Struma valley, which means that the region is a key to understanding the 
formation of the Bulgarian Neolithic (Boyadzhiev 2009; Lichardus-Itten 2010). And third, 
archaeological research in the region in the past decades has created a data set that provides the 
possibility to grasp long-terms patterns of habitation in the valley, and these data show intensive 
habitation and interactions within inter-regional networks throughout the Bulgarian Neolithic (c. 
6200-4900 BCE). 
This chapter will focus on the emergence and development of settled life in the valley 
during the Bulgarian Early Neolithic (6100/6000-5500 BCE), and on the evidence for disruption 
and change of Early Neolithic ways of life in the Middle and Late Neolithic (5500/5400-4900 
BCE). Five key sites will provide a starting point for exploring Neolithic habitation in the valley: 
these are Kovachevo (6200-5500 BCE), Galabnik (6050-5450 BCE), Mursalevo (c. 5800 BCE), 
Balgarchevo (5600/5500-4500 BCE), and Promachon-Topolnitsa (5350-4500 BCE). In contrast to 
previous chapters, these settlements will be considered together on the topics of architecture, 
settlement organization, and stratigraphy, and will be further discussed in the light of diachronic 
settlement patterning on the regional level. 
 
9.1.2 Geographical setting, landscape and climate 
The river Struma is about 415 km long and has a roughly N-S orientation. It springs in the Vitoša 
Mountains near Sofia (West Bulgaria) and flows southwards into the Northern Aegean. The Upper 
and Middle Struma are located on the territory of Bulgaria, whereas the Lower Struma flows 
through the lowlands of Greek Central Macedonia. Moving from north to south, the river crosses 
the upland basins around Pernik and Radomir (750-630 m asl), Kjustendil (500-430 m asl) and 
Blagoevgrad (350-310 m asl). Next, the Struma passes through the 16 km long Kreshna gorge, 
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reaching the wide and hilly Sandanksi-Petrich valley (140-70 m asl).198 After passing through the 
Rupelski gorge, the Struma enters Greece, where the river meanders through the Strymon plain 
into the Aegean (cf. Thissen 2000a, 224-5; see also Lichardus-Itten 1993).  
The Struma valley is surrounded by mountains: on the east side of the river the Rila and 
Pirin mountains, which include the highest peaks on the Balkan peninsula, tower over the valley, 
and on the west side the Osogovo-Belasitsa mountain ranges form the border between Bulgaria 
and North Macedonia. The Struma river receives a rich supply of water from these mountain 
ranges; a large number of more or less east-west oriented streams contribute to the river flowing 
through the main north-south oriented valley. The terraced river banks can be divided into flood 
plains and non-flood plains; piedmont ridges protrude into the valley, with streams flowing 
between them. Overall, the landscape of the Middle and Upper Struma valley is quite fragmented, 
with valleys and basins forming small subregions. Especially the upland basins of Pernik, 
Radomir, Kjustendil, and Dzerman in the Upper Struma yielded evidence for clustered prehistoric 
habitation, and it can be surmised that such landscape units shaped the formation of cultural 
groups.  
Even though the Struma valley seems to be a bounded region, it is far from secluded: 
several gorges and valleys connect the Struma to other river valleys, such as the Vardar/Bregalnitsa 
river valley in North Macedonia (connected by the Delchev passage), and the Mesta river valley 
in Southern Bulgaria (connected by the Gradevska river valley). The valley of the Strumeshnitsa 
river, which contributes to the Struma, forms a corridor to the southern part of North Macedonia. 
Via the Sofia basin, close to where the Struma springs, the valley of the river Iskar extends the 
axis further to the north, eventually reaching the Danube plain.  
The Kreshna gorge forms the division between a sub-Mediterranean climate to the south 
and a continental climate to the North (e.g. Gaul 1948, 4-5; Marinova et al. 2012). Over the past 
millennia, there have been several major climatic fluctuations, which can potentially be related to 
overall changes in the intensity of human occupation in Bulgaria. Todorova (2007) listed several 
climatic events, and directly connected these to the scarcity of Mesolithic habitation, the 
emergence and growth of Neolithic farming communities, the peak of Chalcolithic occupation in 
Thrace and Northeast Bulgaria, and the subsequent collapse in the Early Bronze Age. Human 
impact on the formation of the landscape of the Struma river valley has been studied by Marinova 
et al. (2012). Combining archaeobotanical, anthracological, palynological and climatological data, 
they suggest that human impact only becomes noticeable from c. 5000 BC onwards, i.e. a 
millennium after the arrival of the first farmers in Bulgaria; human impact included deforestation 
and the rise in the pollen of anthropogenic plants such as cereal crops. This suggests that the first 
Neolithic inhabitants of the Struma river valley did not yet significantly alter the landscape.  
                                                 
 
198 The  border between the Upper and Middle Struma is disputed. Some place the border at the Balgoevgrad plain, 













9.2 Neolithic settlement in the Struma River Valley 
9.2.1 Research history and data set 
The first account of the prehistory of the Struma valley in archaeological literature stems from 
1948, when, three years after his death, James Harvey Gaul’s doctoral dissertation was published 
as the first monograph on the Neolithic in Bulgaria. Gaul discussed the Neolithic material found 
up to 1939. He was the first to suggest a distinct position of Western Bulgaria in the transmission 
of the Neolithic, and he coined the term ‘West Bulgarian Painted (Pottery) Culture’ (WBPC). In 
the 1960s and 1970s, field explorations were undertaken, and several sites of Neolithic and 
Chalcolithic date were excavated by a growing number of young prehistoric archaeologists. 
Notable researchers were Liliyana Pernicheva, Michael and Stefan Chohadzhiev, Ana Raducheva, 
Georgi Georgiev and Vassil Nikolov (S. Chohadzhiev 2007, chapter 1).  
After this phase of rather impromptu explorations and excavations, more systematic field 
surveys were undertaken from the late 1970s onwards. The Bulgarian-Polish “Struma” Survey 
Expedition (1978-1982), led by Domaradski, targeted the southern part of the Middle Struma 
including the Strumeshnitsa valley, registering as much as 1800 sites, 40 of which from the 6th and 
5th millennia BCE (Sliwa and Domaradski (eds.) 1983; Pernicheva 1983; Domaradski (ed.) 2001; 
Otrowski 2005; Grebska-Kulowa and Kulov 2007). In 1980 and 1981, trial excavations were 
carried out at a total of nine prehistoric sites found during these survey expeditions (Pernicheva 
1983 and 1995). Two of these trial excavations, Promachon-Topolnitsa and Kovachevo, later 
turned into long-term excavation projects. The Skaptopara Survey Expedition (1994 and 2001-
2009) targeted the Blagoevgrad plain and surroundings, locating 100 sites, 40 of which from 
prehistoric periods (Grebska-Kulowa and Kulov 2007). The prehistoric archaeologists of the 
Blagoevgrad museum continued to explore the Middle Struma region, surveying the area between 
Sandanski and the Kreshna Gorge between 2009 and 2012.199 In the upper Struma, surveys have 
been less systematic, but nevertheless several field explorations have been undertaken over the 
years and a large number of sites has been registered (e.g. Genadieva 2007; Chohadzhiev 2007, 
chapter 3).200  
Altogether, the number of Neolithic sites registered in the Middle and Upper Struma is 
around 90 (see Catalogue V). At 31 sites, some form of excavation has taken place: 19 sites were 
investigated through soundings (excavated area 50 m2 or less), while the remaining 12 sites were 
excavated over larger portions of the settlement (50-6000 m2). For the Early Neolithic, the total 
number of sites is 29, 16 of which were excavated. Furthermore, two sites were investigated 
through archaeomagnetism (Grebska-Kulowa and Zidarov 2011a and 2011b). The excavations 
                                                 
 
199 Today, the Struma valley is divided into several districts, each governed by a regional archaeological service, which 
is seated in a regional museum. The main museums of interest are located in Pernik, Kjustendil and Blagoevgrad.  
200 Field gatherings were carried out by S. Chohadzhiev and V. Genadieva in the Kjustendil area in 1992 and 1996  
and by Genadieva and G. Nehrisov in 1998. The Strumeshnitsa valley and Southern part of Sandanski-Petrich plain 
were surveyed in 1978-1982 by a Polish-Bulgarian expedition. See Catalogue V. 
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vary considerably in scale, quality of documentation and state of publication. In the 1970s and 
1980s, several sites were investigated on a large scale. These sites include Galabnik (Bakamska 
2007; Pavúk 2007), Balgarchevo (Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011), Sapareva Banja-Kremenik 
(Georgiev 1986), Vaksevo (Chohadziev et al. 2001), and Promachon-Topolnitsa (Koukouli-
Chryssanthaki 2007). Recent work mostly consisted of rescue excavations, and these have 
generally been much smaller-scale. A notable exception is the rescue excavation project carried 
out at Mursalevo, in the context of the Struma highway construction (Nikolov et al. 2016). Multi-
year and academic projects are scarce, with the exception of Kovachevo, where a French-Bulgarian 
team excavated around 1500 m2 in the period 1986-2002 (Lichardus-Itten et al. 2002; Lichardus-
Itten 2010). A recent initiative towards a long-term project is the excavation at Ilindentsi, which 
currently runs as an international field school project (Grebska-Kulowa et al. 2011). 
While final publications of excavation results are still few, several studies of specific find 
categories have appeared, often including results from multiple excavated sites. These include 
archaeobotanical research by Popova and Marinova (2007; Marinova and Popova 2008), flint 
studies by Gurova (2008) and Gatsov and Nedelcheva (2009), pottery studies by Boyadzhiev 
(2009), and studies of burial practices by Bacvarov (2004). Boyadzhiev (2006, 2007) published 
several evaluations of the radiocarbon record, producing absolute chronologies for the cultural 
developments in the Struma Valley. 
 
9.2.2 Chronological framework: pottery and absolute chronology 
Ideas about the appearance and development of Neolithic cultures in Bulgaria are intimately 
connected to the research history of the country. After the excavations at Tell Karanovo between 
1946 and 1957 and at Tell Azmak in the early 1960s, the cultural sequence of Bulgarian Thrace 
came to stand for the Neolithic of Bulgaria as a whole. The long stratigraphical sequence of Tell 
Karanovo (from the Early Neolithic to the Bronze Age) has served as a benchmark for Bulgarian 
chronology to this day (e.g. Hiller and Nikolov (eds.) 2000; Krauß 2011). It has to be noted that 
the dominance of the Karanovo sequence was perhaps stronger abroad than in Bulgaria: Bulgarian 
prehistorians such as Georgiev, Nikolov, Chohadzhiev and Todorova discussed numerous regional 
and local subdivisions (for a summary of each of their positions, see Boyadzhiev 2009). 
For lack of a strong type site such as Karanovo, discussions about the pottery sequence of 
the Struma River Valley have relied on the comparative study of the pottery sequences of a 
multitude of excavated sites (e.g. Pernicheva 1995; Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011). Recently, 
absolute chronology started to play a more important role in building and integrating regional and 
national chronologies, although the number of radiocarbon dated sites, and the number of samples 
per site, are low (e.g. Thissen 2000a, 223-35; Boyadzhiev 2007). In the regional sequence of the 
Struma Valley, two correlations are generally addressed. First is the afore-mentioned relationship 
between the pottery sequence of the Struma and the Karanovo sequence; and second is the 
chronological and stylistic relationship between the Struma sequence and the Central Balkan 
sequence of the Proto-Starčevo – Starčevo – Vinča cultures (Pavúk 2007; Bogdanovic 2007; 
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Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011, 208-218). In this chapter, I generally follow Boyadzhiev’s (2009) 
periodization for the Early Neolithic, which is based on an assessment of chronologies proposed 
by various researchers and radiocarbon dates. Boyadzhiev divided the Early Neolithic into three 
stages, ENI, ENII, and ENIII, and discussed the pottery characteristics for these stages in various 
parts of Bulgaria, including Thrace, Northern Bulgaria, and Western Bulgaria.  
The ENI period (c. 6200/6100-6000 BCE) corresponds to a disputed monochrome stage, 
which predates the Karanovo I period. This monochrome stage was attested at several sites in 
Northern Bulgaria, including Dzulyunitsa-Smardesh and Koprivets (Krauß 2011). In the Struma 
Valley, ENI occupation was claimed for Krainitsi in the Upper Struma (Chohadzhiev and 
Bakamska 1990; Chohadzhiev, Bakamska and Ninov 2007; see Stefanova 1996 and Thissen 
2000a, 231-2 for a different interpretation). Overall, the idea is that ENI occupation was 
chronologically and culturally distinct from later ENII-ENIII settlement, except for, perhaps, 
Northern Bulgaria.201 Excavations at Kovachevo have claimed that the earliest stages of the site 
predate Karanovo I, c. 6200-6000 BCE (Lichardus-Itten et al. 2002). Since these layers yielded 
white on red painted pottery, some have rejected the date of 6200, rather placing the foundation of 
Kovachevo in the early 6th millennium (e.g. Boyadzhiev 2009, 21). Furthermore, at Kovachevo, 
there is no evidence for a stratigraphic or cultural break between ENI and ENII. Kovachevo, 
therefore, occupies a unique position at present, with its earliest occupation perhaps affiliated with 
the ENIII period in Western Macedonia (c. 6200-6000 BCE; see chapter 8) rather than with the 
early occupation in Northern Bulgaria. 
 The ENII and ENIII periods date to the first half of the 6th millennium. Following Gaul’s 
definition of the West Bulgarian Painted Pottery Culture, the ENII and ENIII correspond to the 
WBPCI and WBPCII, which correspond chronologically to Karanovo I and II. The WBPCI is 
characterized by white paint on a red surface, while during the WBPCII, other colors of paint were 
introduced (red, dark, polychrome). There are some subregional differences in pottery 
development, especially between the Middle and Upper Struma.202 During the ENIII period, for 
example, red and paint started to characterize painted pottery in the Upper Struma, while in the 
Middle Struma, the ENII white painted pottery tradition persisted (Boyadzhiev 2009). On the basis 
of the Galabnik pottery sequence, Pavúk (2007) proposed that the early stages of the site, Horizons 
1-7 (Galabnik I), constituted a Proto-Starčevo phase, with white painted pottery, while Horizons 
8-10 (Galabnik II) constituted Classical Starčevo phases, with red and dark painted pottery. This 
way, Pavúk presented Galabnik, and by extension the Struma ENII period, as the cultural 
predecessor of the Central Balkan Early Neolithic Starčevo culture.   
                                                 
 
201 Boyadzhiev (2009, 18) suggested that monochrome settlement in Thrace consisted of short occupations, which are 
now covered by alluvium. 
202 Furthermore, Thissen (2000a) regards sites with white painted pottery from the Upper Struma as representatives of 
a developed ENII stage (c. 5900-5700). 
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The following stage, called Middle Neolithic by some (e.g. Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011) 
and Late Neolithic I by others (e.g. Genadieva 2007), is dated between 5500/5400 and 5200 
BCE.203 The period presents several changes in the pottery assemblage. In the Middle Struma 
Valley, ‘Dolna Ribnitsa’ pottery was introduced, which is characterized by black surfaces, 
carinated forms, and impressed decorations (Pernicheva 1995; Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011, 210-
3). Despite minor continuities with the Early Neolithic, this pottery assemblage appears to 
represent a totally new development in the Struma Valley, which is also reflected in the habitation 
history of the region (see below). In Thrace, this period corresponds to the Karanovo II/III 
transition (Krauß 2011), while important sites in the Struma Valley are Balgarchevo II, Kovachevo 
II, Dolna Ribnitsa, and Topolnitsa I. At Topolnitsa I, bitumen decoration is characteristic for this 
phase (Vajsov 2007, 89), which is also found during the contemporary MNII and LNI periods of 
Western Macedonia (Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014).  
Late Neolithic pottery (c. 5200-4900 BCE) displays two influences: first from the north 
(Vinča Culture), with black-polished ceramics and channeled decorations, and second from the 
south (Aegean), with Akropotamos painted pottery (brown on beige) (Pernicheva-Perets et al. 
2011, 213-6). Grebska-Kulowa (2001) argued that Akropotamos pottery shows Southwest 
Anatolian influence during the last centuries of the 6th millennium, linking this pottery to the late 
stages of the Southwest Anatolian Early Chalcolithic (Hacılar I, Kuruçay 7, Mersin Yumuktepe), 
although there is an apparent chronological difference of several centuries between these 
phenomena. For this period, important sites are Balgarchevo III and Promachon-Topolnitsa III.  
The combined chronology, presented in Table 9.1, is a simplification: the synchronization 
between the pottery development of various sites and regions of the Balkans is far from settled, 
and furthermore, processes of change most likely did not unfold at the same pace in all regions. 
The lack of detailed absolute chronologies makes the synchronization of settlement sequences 
coarse-grained, and there is little insight into the absolute length of occupation sequences. 
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Mursalevo* 370       ? ? 2014-2015 6000 m2 Nikolov et al. 2016 
Slatino Chardako 435           1981-1988 3200 m2 Chohadzhiev 2006 
Galabnik* 640 
          






          
1989-1996 884 m2 Chohadzhiev et al. 2001 




          
1977-1983 350 m2 Georgiev et al. 1986 
Piperkov Chiflik 495 
          
2002-2004; 
2008 
215 m2 Vandova 2004 and 2007 
Priboj 626           1977 70 m2 Chohadzhiev 1986 
Negovantsi 635           1996 50 m2 Chohadzhiev 2007, 31 
Krainitsi 610 
          
1986, 1990 48 m2 
Chohadzhiev/Bakamska 
1990 and 2007 
Shatrovo 700           1995-1996 30 m2 Chohadzhiev 2007, 38-39 
Bersin 520           2007 26 m2 Vandova 2007 
Kamenik 806   ?       1990s 18 m2 Pernicheva 1995 
Nevestino 446 
          
1990s soundings 
Genadieva 1991; 
Chohadzhiev 2007, 37 
Radomir Vahovo 638           1991 soundings Chohadzhiev 2007, 33 




















          












et al. 2007; Vajsov 2007 
Damyanitsa 130       ?   1985, 1988 50 m2 Grebska-Kulowa 2003 
Dolna Ribnitsa 670 
          
? 50 m2 
Pernicheva 1995; 
Chohadzhiev 2007, 42 
Katuntsi Marchin 193           1981 40 m2 Pernicheva 1995 
Petrovo Beglika 662           1981 40 m2 Pernicheva 1995 




          
1980 30 m2 Pernicheva 1995, 2005 
Katuntsi Turski dol 193           1981 16 m2 Pernicheva 1995 
Parvomai Gradishte 150           1980 soundings Pernicheva 1983 
Ilindentsi 250 









          




          
2009-2010 arch magn. 
Grebska-Kulowa/Zidarov 
2010 
TOTAL 1 3 4 7 9   
Table 9.2. Struma Valley: excavated sites.
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9.2.3 Settlement patterns: subregional variability and chronological development 
In recent years, several overviews of prehistoric sites in the Struma Valley have been published. 
First, in 2007 the English language translation of Stefan Chohadzhiev’s ‘The Struma River Valley 
in Prehistory’ appeared, which includes a general catalogue with all Neolithic and Chalcolithic 
sites known to that date. The information given for (most of) these sites includes the site location 
(in relation to the nearest-by village), research history, size of the site based on surface finds, and 
chronological attribution. Second, the 2011 publication of the Balgarchevo excavations contains 
an overview of the chronological development of settlement in the Struma Valley (Pernicheva-
Perets et al. 2011). Settlement patterns in the Middle Struma were discussed in more detail in an 
article by Grebska-Kulowa and Kulov (2007), while the Kjustendil region in the Upper Struma 
was discussed by Genadieva (2007). 
 
 




































Struma: registered sites (excavation and survey)










Figure 9.3. Middle Struma Valley: phase map of the Sandanski-Petrich and Strumeshnitsa Valleys. Excavated sites 
















Figure 9.4. Middle Struma Valley: phase map of the Blagoevgrad Plain. Excavated sites indicated, numbers 




Figure 9.5. Upper Struma Valley: phase map of the Pernik, Radomir, Kjustendil and Dzerman basins. Excavated sites 
indicated, numbers correspond to Catalogue V. 
 
The overall picture of Early Neolithic habitation in the Struma river valley shows an 
unequal distribution of sites over the study area (Figure 9.2). The southern part of the Middle 
Struma, as well as the Lower Struma in Greece, have yielded very little evidence for Early 
Neolithic habitation. A notable exception is Kovachevo in the Middle Struma (ENI-ENIII), and 
more recently the ENIII sites of Ilindentsi and Ploski have been added to the list. In the Lower 
Struma, recently published radiocarbon dates from the basal levels of Dikili Tash suggest that the 
mound was inhabited from the middle of the 7th millennium onwards (Lespez et al. 2013). In 
contrast, in the Upper Struma, a large number of Early Neolithic sites (22) was found, with the 
earliest excavated deposits dating to the ENII period – with the possible exception of Krainitsi 
(ENI). This begs the question of whether the apparent low density of Early Neolithic habitation in 
the Lower and Middle Struma is due to the low visibility of settlements in the light of erosion and 
sedimentation processes, or that there was a real difference in settlement density between Middle 
and Upper Struma. Indeed, alluviation as an explanation for the low density of EN occupation in 
the Lower and Middle Struma has been brought to the fore by Grebska-Kulowa and Kulov (2007) 
and Pernicheva (1995), while Takarova (2011) suggested that ‘swamping’ in the lower-lying areas 
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of the Middle Struma restricted Early Neolithic settlement to the lower foothills of the Pirin 
mountains. 
The Middle Neolithic shows the reverse pattern. In the Upper Struma, there is a drop in the 
number of sites: in the upper reaches of the Struma, no MN sites were found at all, while there are 
a few registered sites in the Kjustendil Basin and the Dzerman Valley. By contrast, a larger number 
of MN sites was found in the Middle Struma. The Strumeshnitsa valley, which, despite intensive 
surveys during the Polish-Bulgarian Struma expedition, did not yield any evidence for the Early 
Neolithic, yielded several Middle Neolithic sites (Pernicheva 1983; Grebska-Kulowa and Kulov 
2007). In the Sandanski-Petrich valley, several MN sites were found in lower-lying areas, such as 
Katuntsi Marchin and Katuntsi Turski dol (Pernicheva 1995). 
The Late Neolithic period is represented by a large number of sites: especially in the Middle 
Struma, the number of dots on the map is high. There is a greater diversity in site locations, with 
both lowland and upland locations. Furthermore, based on the site sizes determined through 
surface survey, there appears to be a greater variability in settlement sizes, with several large sites 
located along the Struma River, and smaller sites in the upland hinterland of the river. Typical for 
the Middle and Late Neolithic are localities where several Neolithic sites were found in close 
proximity to one another. Examples include Churicheni (3 settlements, MN and LN), Katuntsi (3 
settlements, MN and LN), Petrovo (2 LN settlements), Slatino (4 settlements, LN and EC), 
Buchino (4 settlements, LN), Yanovo (3 settlements, LN), Parvomai (3 settlements, LN and EC), 
Drenkovo (2 settlements, EN, MN, LN), and Drenovitsa (2 settlements, LN). Due to the lack of a 
fine-grained chronological framework, it is difficult to determine whether these sites represent a 
sequence, or that they are contemporaneous. Several of these sites were investigated by soundings, 
i.e., Slatino, Petrovo, Katuntsi (2 settlements), Parvomai Gradishte and Drenovitsa, and all yielded 
evidence for just one or two building horizons (Pernicheva 1995; Chohadzhiev 2007, 54-56), 
which suggests short-term occupation and residential mobility. In the case of Drenkovo Ploshteko, 
the ENII site was reoccupied in the Late Neolithic, after a hiatus supposedly filled by the ENIII 
occupation of nearby Drenkovo Garleshki nivi (Grebska-Kulowa p.c. 2013; Grebska-Kulowa and 
Zidarov 2011b). 
Based on this general assessment, three processes can be distinguished in the development 
of settlement patterns. First, on the basis of site sizes (Table 9.3), it seems that there is a 
development of Early Neolithic II-III settlements of mostly 1-3 hectares large, to a more 
differentiated pattern during the Late Neolithic, with both small settlements (up to 0.5 ha) and 
large settlements (larger than 3 hectares). Although the Early Neolithic yielded larger settlements 
as well, in the Late Neolithic, size differentiation is paired with differentiation in location, with 
large sites located along the Struma River and small sites in the hilly hinterland. Second is the 
development of settlement longevity: during the Late Neolithic, a distinction seems to have 
developed between settlements on locations with Early and Middle Neolithic occupation histories, 
and settlements with short occupation histories. This distinction, however, is based on a very basic 
reading of the available settlement evidence, and needs to be further substantiated through the 
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study of site occupation sequences (see below). Third, regarding the development of regional 
settlement from the Early to Late Neolithic, the Middle and Upper Struma show different patterns, 
with significant growth characterizing the Middle Struma, while the Upper Struma shows a drop 
in the number of sites in the Middle Neolithic and a recovery in the Late Neolithic. This pattern 
may, however, be influenced by site visibility and research history.  
 
Sub Region 






















0 1 0 1 4 2 3 2 7 1 6 2 11 
Blagoevgrad  
(Middle Struma) 
1 1 2 1 1 0 2 1 4 1 3 2 7 
Total 5 5 11 3 5 4 9 3 19 3 14 5 26 
Table 9.3. Struma Valley: site sizes in hectares (excavated and survey sites); largely based on Chohadzhiev 2007, 
with corrections for excavated sites. 
 
9.3 Key sites: local habitation practices and occupation sequences 
9.3.1 Introduction to the key sites 
Kovachevo (c. 6200-5500/5400 BCE, ENI-MN) is located on the right bank of the Katunska 
Bistritsa stream, a tributary to the Struma river on the eastern fringe of the Sandanski-Petrich valley 
in the Middle Struma. The site was discovered during the Polish-Bulgarian ‘Struma’ survey 
expedition in 1980, and after an exploratory campaign by Pernicheva in 1981, 1850 m2 of the site 
was excavated by a French-Bulgarian team in the period  1986-2007 (Pernicheva 1990; Demoule 
and Lichardus-Itten 1994; Lichardus-Itten et al. 2002; Lichardus-Itten 2010). These excavations 
were published in a number of articles and reports, but as of yet no final publication has appeared. 
This means that some important information, including detailed site plans and section drawings, 
is still unavailable, while other data sets have been published in article form.204 
The Kovachevo site is around 7 hectares large and is divided in two by the road connecting 
Kulata to Gorno Spanchevo. The main excavation area (trenches A-S), on the southeastern side of 
the road, was located on the edge of the terrace overlooking the stream, and covered c. 1500 m2. 
In some parts of the excavated area the thickness of the deposit reached c. 2.50 m, but generally, 
                                                 
 
204 Bone tools: Sidéra 2011; pottery (preliminary): Vieugué, Gomart and Salanova 2010; Salanova 2011; chipped 
stone: Gurova 2011; polypod vessels: Grebska-Kulowa 2011. 
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the prehistoric layers were found to be heavily eroded. In 2005-2007, ten soundings were made in 
the area northwest of the road, which is the higher part of the terrace. The settlement history of 
Kovachevo is divided into four Early Neolithic phases, Kovachevo Ia-Id, based on the pottery 
development (Lichardus-Itten 2010, 12; Salanova 2011). Kovachevo Ic is thought to be 
contemporary with Karanovo I, which would mean that Kovachevo Ia to Ib predate the Karanovo 
sequence, and would be contemporary to the ENIII period in Greek Western Macedonia (Nea 
Nikomedeia, Giannitsa B). A total of 22 buildings, dating to phases Ia-Id, were identified in the 
main excavation area. The results of the soundings indicate that the inhabited area of the site moved 
to the higher part of the terrace during phases Ic and Id (Lichardus-Itten 2010; Pernicheva and 
Kulov 2011). Several building horizons from these periods were encountered, some of them burnt. 
The deposit was less thick, which may be related to the steeper inclination of this area, which made 
it both less attractive for (initial) settlement, and made it more vulnerable for erosion. The Middle 
Neolithic at Kovachevo is represented by two phases, IIa-IIb. These phases mainly yielded 
negative features dug into the Early Neolithic layers, as the actual settlement layers suffered from 
erosion. The site was abandoned at around 5400 BC, only to be reoccupied during the Early Bronze 
Age (Kovachevo III) (Lichardus-Itten et al. 2002).  
Balgarchevo (c. 5600/5500-4500 BCE, ENIII-ECI) is located on a terrace overlooking the 
Struma river in the Blagoevgrad plain in the Middle Struma. The site was excavated in the period 
1977-1988 by a Bulgarian team led by Lilyana Pernicheva. Part one of the final publication 
appeared in 2011 (Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011). Balgarchevo is a flat site, covering an area of c. 
1.7 hectares. Two large trenches, North and South, were excavated, totaling an area of c. 1200 m2. 
The site’s occupation history spans the last stage of the Early Neolithic to the end of the Early 
Chalcolithic. After a hiatus, the site was resettled in the Late Chalcolithic, while there is also 
evidence for Late Bronze Age and Medieval occupation. The first millennium of prehistoric 
occupation is divided into Balgarchevo I (end of ENIII), II (MN, black polished pottery ‘Dolna 
Ribnitsa’), IIIa (early LN), IIIb (LN, Topolnitsa-Akropotamos style) and IV (Early Chalcolithic). 
Galabnik (c. 6050-5450 BCE, ENII-ENIII) is located in the Radomir Basin in the Upper 
Struma. The site is a small mound (2 ha) of c. 5 m high, making it one of the few known tell sites 
in Western Bulgaria. The mound is almost invisible in the landscape today due to the post-
Neolithic accumulation of alluvial deposits in the valley. The site was excavated over an area of 
1200 m2 between 1979 and 1989 by a Bulgarian team led by Michail Chohadzhiev and Aneta 
Bakamska. Results of the pottery analysis were published (Pavúk and Bakamska 1989, 2000), as 
well as preliminary studies of the architectural (Bakamska 2007) and archaeobotanical (Marinova 
et al. 2002; Marinova and Popova 2008) remains. The ten settlement horizons were divided into 
seven horizons with white painted ‘Proto-Starčevo’ pottery (ENII), followed by one red painted 
horizon and two dark painted horizons of the Classical Starčevo period (ENIII) (Pavúk 2007). The 




Mursalevo Deve boaz was excavated in 2014-2015, in the context of large-scale road 
construction work for the new Struma valley highway (Nikolov et al. 2016). Around 6000 m2 of 
an ENIII settlement, already known for many years from surface finds, was exposed. The last 
phase of the site was heavily burnt, yielding the well-preserved plans of rows of large mud and 
wood houses. Earlier surface finds suggested that the site was also inhabited during the Middle 
and Late Neolithic (e.g. Chohadzhiev 2007, 37; Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011, 10-5), but as of yet, 
these phases have not been mentioned in the published excavation reports.  
Promachon-Topolnitsa is located on the Greek-Bulgarian border, close the Struma River 
on a terrace overlooking the Rupelski gorge. Bulgarian excavations at Topolnitsa were carried out 
between 1980 and 1991; between 1992 and 2003, a joint Greek-Bulgarian project took place on 
the Greek side of the border (Koukouli-Chryssanthaki et al. 2007). The site, spread out over an 
area of c. 5 ha, dates to the end of the Middle Neolithic (phase I-II), the Late Neolithic (phase III) 
and Early Chalcolithic (phase IV). The site serves as a type site for the so-called Topolnitsa-
Akropotamos Culture (Vajsov 2007).  
 
9.3.2 Subsistence practices: Early, Middle and Late Neolithic 
Archaeobotanical remains from several Early Neolithic sites show a quite consistent crop package 
of einkorn, emmer, barley, lentil, pea, and bitter vetch (Popova and Marinova 2007). A special 
find is chick pea from Galabnik level 8, Kovachevo Id, and Balgarchevo I, all dating to the ENIII 
period (Marinova and Popova 2008), which represent rare instances of this crop in the Balkans. 
Early Neolithic sites with published archaeozoological assemblages include Vaksevo (ENII-ENIII, 
Uerpmann in Chohadzhiev 2001) and Kremenik Sapareva banja (ENIII, Ninov 1986); these sites 
showed the presence of domesticated cattle, sheep, goat, pig, and dog, while wild animals were 
represented as well. For Kovachevo, only the results of the soundings have been published (Ninov 
1990), which show a general pattern of sheep/goat as the dominant species.  
Middle and Late Neolithic archaeobotanical and archaeozoological assemblages are scarce 
and understudied. For Kremenik Sapareva banja phases II and III, Ninov (1986) suggested a 
decreasing importance of cattle during the Middle and Late Neolithic, while Marinova et al. (2002) 
showed that Early and Middle Neolithic crop packages showed a large degree of similarity. 
Archaeobotanical remains were studied at MN-LN Promachon-Topolnitsa, where evidence for the 
cultivation of einkorn, emmer, barley, flax, bitter vetch and lentil was found for phase I (late MN), 
while pea was not attested (Valamoti 2007). 
The overall image is that the earliest Neolithic communities in the Struma valley possessed 
a full package of domesticated crops and animals, although the data set for the earliest stages of 
the Neolithic is still small and awaits the full publication of the Kovachevo assemblages.205 
Although there is, as of yet, no quantitative evidence for major changes in subsistence practices 
                                                 
 
205 The archaeozoological remains are studied by Norbert Benecke. 
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from the Early to the Late Neolithic, overall, the disappearance of chick pea and the lesser 
importance of cattle during the Middle and Late Neolithic hint at changes in the composition of 
subsistence packages. There is no data on fishing, which limits understanding of the use of 
resources provided by the Struma river. In a comparative study, Østergaard (2011) suggested that 
the use of secondary products developed during the Neolithic, with more evidence for spinning 
and weaving during the Middle and Late Neolithic. In a study of residues in pottery from 
Kovachevo and several other Early Neolithic sites, Vieugué et al. (2015) argued that bone powder 
found in pottery vessels was used as a calcium source, while evidence for dairy lipids was absent. 
They suggest that the consumption of bone powder rather than dairy products indicates diet stress 
among the earliest farming populations in the valley. 
 
 
9.3.3 Early Neolithic architecture and settlements 
With the exception of Krainitsi I and Kovachevo Ia-Ib, all 17 excavated Early Neolithic sites date 
to the ENII-ENIII periods. Consequently, there is hardly any information on architecture and 
settlement organization for the ENI period. For Krainitsi, the excavators claimed that pit huts were 
identified (Chohadzhiev, Bakamska and Ninov 2007), while for Kovachevo Ia-Ib, rectilinear 
houses were excavated, which remain to be published in more detail (Lichardus-Itten et al. 2002). 
On the basis of this information, it could be suggested that these two sites represent two separate 
phenomena: Krainitsi I would represent monochrome settlement in the line of the hypothetical 
earliest ‘trickle’ of Neolithic occupation up the Struma Valley, and perhaps as far as Northern 
Bulgaria, while Kovachevo Ia-Ib represents settlement in the cultural realm of Nea Nikomedeia 
(ENIII period in Western Macedonia). Indeed, the similarities between Kovachevo Ia-Ib and Nea 
Nikomedeia are numerous, including the radial positioning of rectilinear houses, as well as an 
unusually large building of 126 m2 (G-3383) dating to phase Ib (Lichardus-Itten 2006 and 2014; 




































Figure 9.6. Kovachevo: plan of phase 




The settlement evidence for the ENII and ENIII periods, in general, represents a continuous 
development at several sites, including Galabnik, Kovachevo, and Vaksevo. The excavated area 
of Galabnik (ENII-ENIII) shows that houses were built in at least three parallel rows, organized in 
a NW-SE direction. Ten to twelve building plots can be distinguished for the well-preserved fourth 
horizon (ENII). The spaces between houses were quite narrow, and can perhaps best be defined as 
alley-ways rather than courtyards. Not much was published about features and finds in these 
outdoor areas. The orderly plan of the fourth horizon seems premeditated and is repeated 
throughout the history of the settlement. One building plan of 100 m2 was identified, with several 

















Figure 9.7. Galabnik: plan of 4th horizon (late ENII) in 
the West trench. After Bakamska 2007, Plan 4. Note 
well-preserved house ob. 275, and large building ob. 27. 
 
Figure 9.8. Mursalevo: plan of the phase I (ENIII) 
settlement. From Nikolov et al. 2016, fig. 3. 
 
The tendency to organize houses in rows rather than in the radial pattern of Kovachevo Ia, 
already seen at Galabnik ENII, further developed during the ENIII period. The settlements of 
Balgarchevo I and especially Mursalevo show neatly organized rows of houses, which were 
separated by streets (Figure 9.8). Contemporary Kovachevo Id and Ilindentsi I did not reveal a lot 
about settlement organization, except for the enclosure ditches and palisade attested at Ilindentsi 
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through archaemagnetic research and excavation. Interestingly, these enclosure ditches seem to be 
a standard feature of ENIII settlements: archaeomagnetic research was carried out at the ENIII 
sites of Brezhani and Drenkovo Garleshki nivi, and the results show that these burnt settlements 
consisted of rows of houses enclosed by one or more ditches (Grebska-Kulowa and Zidarov 2011a, 
b; Figure 9.10). These ditches enclosed areas of 1-2 hectares. For Mursalevo, enclosure ditches 
were reported as well (Nikolov et al. 2016).  
 
 
Figure 9.9. Balgarchevo: combined plan of S and N trench, phase I (ENIII). After Pernicheva-Perets et al 2011, figs. 






Figure 9.10. Brezhani and Drenkovo Garleski nivi: two examples of ENIII sites with circular enclosure ditches 
(archaeomagnetic investigation). From Grebska-Kulowa and Zidarov 2011a and 2011b. 
 
The combined data for the ENIII period seem to indicate that enclosed settlements were 
quite densely built up. A settlement of c. 1 hectare in size would be able to accommodate 100 
house plots of 100 m2 (including some space around the house). The question is whether there 
were also larger open spaces in such settlements, e.g. for keeping animals, storage, crafts, and other 
communal activities. At Kovachevo, which adhered to an ‘older’ type of settlement organization, 
larger open spaces were attested between the houses, and evidence was found for at least a dozen 
outdoor silos (Grebska-Kulowa 2006), as well as outdoor cooking areas (Lichardus-Itten et al. 
2002, 114-7). Such large open spaces have not been attested at Galabnik and Mursalevo, although 
it is possible that not all house plots were in use continuously.   
Zooming in on the excavated Early Neolithic houses, the data set contains a total of 95 
(partially) excavated and published houses from the Early Neolithic Middle and Upper Struma, 
from eight sites (see Table 9.4). Most of the houses were found in the four key sites – Galabnik 
(34), Balgarchevo (10), Mursalevo (60, 22 of which were published), and Kovachevo (22). The 
ongoing excavations at Ilindentsi have so far yielded three house plans, while recent investigations 
at Piperkov Chiflik and Bersin have yielded one (partial) house plan each. Excavations at Vaksevo, 
Negovantsi, Pernik Hockey rink, Krainitsi, and Kremenik Sapareva banja have yielded some 
information about architecture, but full house plans could not be reconstructed. Most house plans 
date to the ENII and ENIII periods, with only the ENI houses of Kovachevo Ia and Ib as exceptions.  
All ENII-III houses were freestanding rectilinear mud-and-wood buildings. In a number of 
cases, evidence was found for wall ditches containing rows of postholes (d = 10-30 cm). Examples 
include Kovachevo (building G-3383), Balgarchevo (2 buildings), Vaksevo, Galabnik, and 
Ilindentsi (Grebska-Kulowa 2006). At Ilindentsi (ENIII), stones were used in the wall foundations 
– a feature not found anywhere else in Southwestern Bulgaria (Grebska-Kulowa et al. 2011). For 
Galabnik, there is some evidence for the use of adobe rather than wattle and daub. Bakamska 
(2007) suggested that only the foundations and lower parts of the house walls contained posts, 
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while the upper parts of the walls consisted of mud only. Most house plans yielded evidence for 
large posts on the central axis of the building, which most likely carried a pitched roof. Examples 
are especially plentiful at Balgarchevo. The burnt houses excavated at Mursalevo, when further 
published, would provide a huge amount of detailed information about Early Neolithic 
construction techniques. Walls were c. 20 cm thick, and the use of heavy posts has been attested 


















Galabnik  ENII-III 34 - 32 2 
Surface-level rectilinear houses 
with interior ovens, loam and 
wood 
Bakamska 2007 
Krainitsi ENI-II - - - - 
Pit dwellings during phase I (ENI), 







ENIII 2 - - 2 
Several clusters of ovens and 
domestic utensils were 
excavated, which most likely 
represent indoor areas. 
Georgiev/Nikolov 
1984 
Bersin  ENII-III 1 - - 1 
One burnt rectilinear house, with 






ENIII 1 - - 1 
One partial burnt house with an 





ENII-III - - 1 1 
Some remains of postrows, no 






22 - - 22 
22 house plans published, 
although reports speak of 60 
excavated houses. Large 
rectilinear houses, possibly with 
two storeys. 












Balgarchevo ENIII 10 - - 10 
Rectilinear, timber-framed 
houses. Some with dug-in parts 
and interior subdivisions. 
Pernicheva et al 
2011 
Ilindentsi  ENIII 3 - - 3 
Pisé walls with stone foundation 




Kovachevo  ENI-III 22 16 5 1 
Ia: surface-level dwellings. 
Dwellings with dug-out parts 
from Ib onwards. Two burnt 
houses from Id. Large building 
dating to phase Ib. 
no; description: 
Lichardus-Itten 
et al. 2002 
  
TOTAL 95 16 38 43 
    




Well-preserved houses, for example Dwellings 1 and I at Balgarchevo (Figure 9.11), 
several houses of the 4th horizon at Galabnik (Figure 9.7), and the house from Piperkov Chiflik 
(Figure 9.12), yielded information on interior arrangements. These houses contained clay domestic 
facilities, such as domed ovens, hearths, storage bins, and platforms. Ovens were often found to 
be surrounded by pottery vessels, storage containers, and grinding stones. This seems to have 
constituted some sort of ‘kitchen area’ around which many domestic tasks were carried out. On 
the basis of these kitchen clusters, several more excavated houses can be identified at Pernik 
Hockey rink and Kremenik Sapareva banja, where such clusters were attested, but where walls 








         
Figure 9.12. Piperkov Chiflik: ENIII House 1 with oven and other finds. After Vandova 2007a, fig. 4. 
 
Regarding the development of house plans during the Early Neolithic period, there are 
indications for increasing spatial and structural complexity of buildings. The development of Early 
Neolithic house plans can be traced at Kovachevo, since its occupation history spans the ENI-
ENIII periods. Although detailed plans of the Kovachevo houses are still awaiting publication, 
several descriptions of the architectural remains have been published (Lichardus-Itten et al. 2002; 
Lichardus-Itten 2014). In the earliest phase, Kovachevo Ia, houses were built out of thin posts 
coated with mud plaster, which is in line with contemporary house plans in Western Anatolia and 
Greece. From the Ib phase onwards, a new building strategy started to develop: Lichardus-Itten et 
al. (2002) argued that houses were now built over large oval-shaped pits. Walls were erected along 
the edges of these pits, and suspended wooden floors were constructed over the sub-floor space, 
as a way to deal with moisture. These sub-floor pits were found to be between 50 and 80 cm deep. 
Alternatively, several houses contained a layer of pottery sherds and stones under the floor for 
insulation.  
The practice of building rectilinear, timber-framed houses over foundation pits or 
insulation layers seems to be a regional development. ENIII examples were found at Ilindentsi 
(Grebska-Kulowa et al. 2011). At Balgarchevo, Dwellings 1, 2, and 5 yielded evidence for the 
existence of a sub-floor dwelling pit, which was covered by a suspended floor. Several other ENIII 
houses were built on top of a foundation layer of compact red clay (Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011, 
98ff).  
Besides new foundation techniques, the structural complexity of ENIII houses included 
interior partitions. The best preserved and published example is Dwelling 1 from Balgarchevo I 
(Figure 9.11). Its segmented interior contained two ovens, both associated with grinding 
installations, which were located in the western half of the dug-out part of the dwelling, separated 
by a light wall. A large number of pottery vessels (c. 30) was found in situ, as well as six storage 
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containers containing charred grain, a large number of grinding stones, a human figurine, and a 
large number of stone axes. The excavators suggested that the suspended floor over the eastern 
part of the dug-out room was used for sleeping and storage: a large amount of charred 
archaeobotanical remains and pithos fragments were found among the collapsed remains of the 
platform. Underneath the platform in the eastern part of the dug-out dwelling, some pottery vessels 
and a rectangular storage container were found. The platform on the north side of the dwelling did 
not yield any finds. The position of the ovens in relation to the access routes has led the excavators 
to suggest that the dwelling was inhabited by two families (Pernicheva et al. 2000; Pernicheva-
Perets et al. 2011). 
To what extent is Balgarchevo Dwelling 1 representative of ENIII houses? At Mursalevo, 
preliminary results indicated that ENIII houses were indeed large, heavily built structures, with 
possibly two storeys, and containing (decorated) domestic installations such as ovens, bins, and 
grinding platforms (Nikolov et al. 2016). For Kovachevo, however, the excavators have argued 
that the suspended floors, constructed from phase Ib onwards, can be an explanation for the 
apparent lack of large ovens inside many of the houses: the floors would not have been able to 
carry these heavy installations. Several ovens were found outside of the houses, most notably in 
sector A, where several ovens and hearths cluster together. However still, indoor ovens were found 
in a number of houses, and areas with traces of burning were found in buildings as well (Lichardus-
Itten et al. 2002). The size of Early Neolithic houses seems to increase from the ENI to the ENIII 
period: at Kovachevo Ia-Ib, houses were reportedly around 35 m2 large, while houses at Galabnik 
and Mursalevo were often larger than 60 m2. Still, smaller houses were found as well in the ENIII 
period, including houses at Balgarchevo I (30-46 m2). 
At both Kovachevo and Galabnik, a building of exceptional size was found. Kovachevo’s 
large building, G-3383, dated to phase Ib (end of ENI) and measured  9 x 14 meters (126 m2), with 
a slightly trapezoidal plan (Lichardus-Itten 2006 and 2014). At Galabnik, a c. 100 m2 large building 
was present in all phases of the settlement; especially the buildings of horizons 6 and 8 (ENII and 
ENIII) were well preserved. Bakamska (2007) reported that these buildings contained evidence 
for grain storage. In Bulgaria, comparative evidence for such buildings comes from Sofia Slatina 
(ENII), where a large burnt building (9 x 12 = 108 m2) was excavated (Nikolov 1989b). Besides 
a large size, this building yielded evidence for a long occupation history, resulting in a 26 cm thick 
deposit of superimposed floor plasterings, as well as changes to the interior spatial arrangement 
(Nikolov 2006). The building contained a large oven, as well as a large number of  storage 
containers. In Greece, the large building at Nea Nikomedeia (ENIII in Greek terminology, 6200-
6000 BCE) offers a similar case study (see chapter 8), although its interior was poorly preserved. 
Overall, large buildings may have served communal and perhaps even ritual purposes, but they are 
also associated with domestic practices such as food storage, food preparation, and crafts.206 
                                                 
 




9.3.4 Middle and Late Neolithic architecture and settlement organization 
The Middle Neolithic (c. 5500-5200 BCE) yielded few excavated settlement contexts: MN finds 
mostly come from pits dug through Early Neolithic settlement layers, e.g. at Kovachevo II and 
Ilindentsi II in the Middle Struma, while there is no evidence for substantial architecture 
(Lichardus-Itten et al. 2002; Lichardus-Itten 2010; Grebska-Kulowa 2006; Grebska-Kulowa et al. 
2011).207 More MN contexts were excavated at Balgarchevo II, where in the southern trench, in 
the area east of the row of dwellings from the Balgarchevo I phase, two lightly built post-row 
structures with unknown function and several large complex pits were found (see Figure 9.13). Pit 
11/12 and pit 2 were interpreted as workshops by the excavators, as they yielded evidence for 
small hearths, stone slabs and grinding stones (Grebska-Kulowa 2006; Pernicheva 2006; 
Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011, 106-7). Similar pit structures were found at Drenkovo Ploshteko 
and Ilindentsi II (Grebska-Kulowa 2006, 77-8).  
 
Figure 9.13. Balgarchevo: plan of the southern trench, with Middle Neolithic post rows and pit structures 2, 3, 4, and 
11/12, alongside Early Neolithic architecture. Combined view of Pernicheva et al. 2011, figs 2.21, 2.25, and 2.27. 
                                                 
 
207 At Kovachevo, a Middle Neolithic stone-lined well was found in sector K (Kulov 2006; Lichardus-Itten 2010, 17). 
Furthermore, the excavators attributed the lack of MN architectural remains to erosion rather than to wholesale absence 




The earliest occupation phase of Promachon-Topolnitsa, dating to the end of the MN period 
(c. 5350 BCE), yielded a total of 12 pit dwellings of 8-10 m2  in size with floors of beaten clay and 
interior hearths. One exceptionally large subterranean structure, reportedly 12 meters in diameter 
and 7 meters in depth, contained a large amount of pottery, archaeobotanical remains, grinding 
stones, animal bones, as well as plastered bovid skulls (Trantalidou 2010). The structure had a 
raised wooden floor, there is evidence of a long period of use in the form of multiple superimposed 
floor levels, and it was clearly distinct from the other dwellings. The excavators compare this 
structure to round communal structures from the PPNA in Syria (Jerf al Ahmar), which combined 
storage and ritual functions (Koukouli-Chryssanthaki et al. 2007, 52-60). Although the 
chronological difference of around four millennia makes a direct connection between these 
phenomena clearly farfetched, the evidence for both storage and ritual depositions suggests that 
functional similarity can be proposed.  
The interpretation of the pit dwellings from phases I and II is under discussion. A house 
model dating to phase II portrays a building with a pitched roof, front porch, two rooms, possibly 
standing on stilts. It seems possible that the pits excavated actually represent pits under such 
houses, rather than semi-subterranean dwellings. A reconstruction drawing by the excavators 
(Koukouli-Chryssanthaki et al. 2007) shows what such a building may have looked like. This 
reminds of contemporary Late Neolithic lakeside dwellings in inland Western Macedonia (chapter 
8).  
The Late Neolithic at Topolnitsa (phase IIIAB) yielded rectilinear surface-level houses. 
One building from phase III, excavated in the Bulgarian sector, measured 8 x 5 m (40 m2), and 
contained an interior oven and deposits of figurines (Koukouli-Chryssanthaki et al. 2007, 48). In 
phase IIIB, the settlement was enclosed by a wooden palisade, and overall, this was a period of 
settlement growth (Vajsov 2007). Contemporary settlements, such as Damyanitsa, did not yield 
clear structural remains other than pits, although there are indications for a similar extended pattern 
of settlement (Grebska-Kulowa et al. 2017). At Balgarchevo, Late Neolithic phase III yielded 
three, possibly four rectilinear buildings (A, B, C and possibly D) in the Northern Trench, of which 
only postholes remained. The buildings were quite large, with two or three sections each, and with 
narrow passageways between them. Still, the excavators argue that these Late Neolithic houses 
had a lighter construction than their Early Neolithic predecessors (Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011, 
108-9). 
In the Upper Struma, there is even less excavated evidence for Middle and Late Neolithic 
architecture. At Vaksevo, phase IV yielded black polished pottery similar to Balgarchevo II, but 
architectural remains were absent. Kremenik Sapareva Banja yielded some architectural remains 
dating to horizons 5-6 (MN) and horizon 7 (LN) (Georgiev et al. 1986; Thissen 2000a, 234). Late 
Neolithic Radomir Vahovo, in the Radomir Plain, possibly represents a large, extended settlement 





Overall, the Middle and Late Neolithic gives a different impression of settlement and 
architecture than what was found for the Early Neolithic. There is no excavated evidence for 
nucleated settlements with rectilinear architecture from the end of the ENIII (c. 5500 BCE) to the 
beginning of the LN (c. 5200 BCE). This, together with changes in material culture, indicates a 
degree of cultural discontinuity with the Early Neolithic, as well as changes in habitation practices. 
This will be further discussed below. 
 
9.3.5 Occupation sequences: settlement longevity and residential mobility 
Early Neolithic house replacement practices and settlement sequences 
During the Early Neolithic II-III periods (c. 6000-5500 BCE), which at many sites form a period 
of continuous occupation, occupation sequences were by and large characterized by the vertical 
superimposition of houses. In Bulgarian archaeology, it is customary to divide settlement 
stratigraphies into ‘building horizons’. Although this system of documentation clearly has a 
relationship to the development of built environments and the life histories of settlements, it is not 
quite clear how a building horizon should be imagined. Gaydarska (2007, 12-3) writes that most 
Bulgarian archaeologists think of a building horizon as a full village phase, thus implying that four 
building horizons means four subsequent villages built on top of each other. In practice, it is more 
likely that sequences of replacement show a more asynchronous pattern across a settlement, with 
house plots each having their own sequence of house replacement – with village-scale destruction 
perhaps forming a setting for synchronous replacement. 
Sequences of replacement can be reconstructed for Galabnik (Bakamska 2007). Early 
horizons 1 and 2, and late horizons 9 and 10 did not yield house plans due to the ground water 
level and plowing respectively, but horizons 3-8 show sequences of house replacement covering 
the ENII and ENIII periods. With the exception of building plot 10, which yielded architectural 
remains for all phases, all other house plots yielded four superimposed buildings at most (see 
Figure 9.15 and Table 9.5). Insight into sequences of replacement is more limited for other sites, 
but several case studies hint at similar practices. At Kovachevo, information on excavated houses 
per excavation square suggests that houses were regularly vertically superimposed (Lichardus-
Itten et al. 2002; see Table 9.6). At Balgarchevo, all ENIII houses showed several phases of 
occupation and repair, including vertical replacement. Dwelling 1 provides the most detailed case 
study (Pernicheva et al. 2000; Figure 9.16): the house had three phases of construction and 
occupation, covering a large part of the Early Neolithic history of the settlement. In Phase I, the 
house consisted of a rectangular dug-out space (5.60 x 6.00 m), lined by a wall made out of wooden 
posts. The depth of this room was 35-75 cm, creating a level floor on the sloping terrain. In the 
subsequent Phase II, a ground-level area was added on the north side of the house (2.00 x 6.00 m). 
Possibly in this same stage, a suspended platform was constructed over the eastern half of the dug-
out room, as well as over the surface-level part of the house. Phase II was destroyed by fire, after 




served as the foundation of the Phase III house. This rectangular surface-level house was built 
slightly more to the west, but kept the same size and orientation as the earlier house. 
In a stratigraphic sense, Kovachevo is as of yet the only Early Neolithic settlement where 
a degree of ‘horizontal stratigraphy’ has been found, with occupation spreading to the higher part 
of the terrace during the Ic-Id phases (ENII-III) (Lichardus-Itten et al. 2006). At other EN 
settlements, occupation areas seem to have been more restricted, and defined by enclosure ditches 
(Ilindentsi, Brezhani, Drenkovo Garleski nivi). At Galabnik, the vertical superimposition of houses 
resulted in tell formation, and this also applied to Negovantsi (4 horizons of occupation). 
 
 
Figure 9.14. Galabnik: plan of horizons 3-8. 12 house plots with vertically superimposed house plans can be 






       house plot 
 
horizon 






hor 1 no data 
hor 2 no data 
hor 3                         
hor 4                         
hor 5                         
hor 6                         







hor 8                         
hor 9 no data 
hor 10 no data 
Table 9.5. Galabnik: occupation sequences of house plots. 
 
 
Figure 9.15. Balgarchevo: vertical superimposition of multiple phases of Dwelling 1. After Pernicheva-Perets et al. 
2011,  figs. 3.3-3.6. 
 
 
Table 9.6. Kovachevo: house plans per excavation trench; based on information from Lichardus-Itten et al. 2002 and 
Lichardus-Itten 2014. 
                    Sector
Phase
A B E G I K M-N
Ia A-2673; A-2841 B-3199 E-1714; E-1730; E-2019 G-2793; G-2933 K-2023
Ib E-907 G-3383 I-1656 K-2034; K-2055; K-2199 M-617/N-2071





Middle Neolithic disruption 
The transition from Early to Middle Neolithic, around the middle of the 6th millennium, presents 
several questions regarding (dis)continuity of habitation, both on a local and on a regional scale. 
While on a general level, there appears to be a high degree of settlement continuity from the Early 
to the Middle Neolithic, with both Early and Middle Neolithic represented at many sites, zoomed 
in on the stratigraphical and architectural evidence a different picture emerges. The sequences of 
Kovachevo and Galabnik, and most likely Mursalevo, terminated at the end of the ENIII period. 
The Kovachevo Id settlement was poorly preserved, but yielded remains of at least two burnt 
houses. Galabnik, Mursalevo, Balgarchevo, Piperkov Chiflik, Bersin yielded evidence for the 
burning of their last Early Neolithic settlement phase, while Ilindentsi was abandoned as well. The 
evidence for Middle Neolithic occupation found at some of these sites followed a period of 
abandonment - in essence, we seem to be dealing with reoccupation rather than with settlement 
continuity. Furthermore, Middle Neolithic remains are different in character than those of the Early 
Neolithic, with structural remains limited to pits.   
Together with this evidence for Middle Neolithic reoccupation of deserted ENIII 
settlements, the Middle Neolithic also yielded evidence for new settlement foundations. These 
include Katuntsi Marchin, Katuntsi Turski dol  and Dolna Ribnitsa in the Middle Struma, which 
all yielded one layer of occupation, excavated in small soundings (Pernicheva 1995). In the Upper 
Struma, excavated evidence for Middle Neolithic settlement is scarce, but this may partly have to 
do with the regular use of a bipartite chronological system of EN and LN (e.g. Genadieva 2007). 
Still, on the basis of pottery sequences, a number of 9 MN sites have been identified in the Upper 
Struma (Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011, 12), with excavated strata from Vaksevo IV, Sapareva 
Banja II, Bersin II-III, and Nevestino. For Mursalevo, although MN surface finds were reported 
(cf. Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011, 12), nothing was published yet on excavated MN contexts. 
Overall, this means that insight into the character of Middle Neolithic settlements is extremely 
limited, and that the cultural connections of this disruptive stage need further study. 
 
Late Neolithic occupation sequences 
While the Middle Neolithic marked the end of Early Neolithic settlement traditions, at some sites, 
it also marked the beginning of Late Neolithic settlement. At Promachon Topolnitsa and 
Balgarchevo, there is continuity of occupation from the MN to the LN period, although for 
Topolnitsa, a certain degree of discontinuity between phases II and III is assumed on the basis of 
stratigraphy. Promachon-Topolnitsa II burned down and was separated from level III by a layer of 
white ash, and architectural and material culture changes occurred during phase III (Koukouli-
Chryssanthaki et al. 2007; Vajsov 2007).  
Despite these instances of continuous occupation or re-occupation, most Late Neolithic 
settlements were new foundations, especially the smaller settlements in the hilly hinterland of the 




should be seen together with evidence for long occupations in selected locations. Settlements 
yielding evidence for continuity of occupation include Balgarchevo, as well as survey sites 
Kocherinovo and Dupnitsa. These sites, all located north of the Kreshna gorge, share their 
settlement location on terraces in the immediate vicinity of the Struma river. Their settlement 
histories are longer and more complex than what characterized the Middle Neolithic, with multiple 
layers of occupation reported for Promachon-Topolnitsa and Damjanitsa, as well as evidence for 
a degree of horizontal stratigraphy. This pattern continued during the Early Chalcolithic, with 
‘defended’ settlements on well-connected locations. Excavations at Strumsko have investigated 
one of these settlements (see Grebska-Kulowa and Kulov 2007). 
 
Site Periods Exc area (m2) EN MN LN 
Balgarchevo ENIII, MN, LN, EC 1200 2 1 2 
Kovachevo ENI-III, MN 1500 4 2   
Galabnik ENII-III 1200 10     
Mursalevo ENIII 6000 2+ ?   ? 
Promachon-Topolnitsa LN 600 
 
2 2 
Pernik ENIII, LN 800 4   1 
Vaksevo-Studena Voda ENII-III, MN 884 3 1    
Bersin EN, LN (?) 96 2   1 
Damianitsa LN 56 
 
    
Dolna Ribnitsa MN 50 
 
1   
Drenkovo Ploshteko ENII, MN 37 1 1   
Drenovitsa LN 30 
 
  1 
Ilindentsi EN, MN 45 2 1   
Kamenik EN 18 1     
Katuntsi Marchin MN 40 
 
1   
Katuntsi Turski dol MN 16 
 
1   
Krainitsi ENI, ENIII 67 3     
Negovantsi ENII-III 50 4     
Nevestino EN, MN (profile) 2 1   
Petrovo Beglika LN 40 
 
  1 
Piperkov Chiflik ENIII, MN 215 1 1   
Priboj ENIII 70 1     
Sapareva Banja Kremenik ENIII, MN 2600 4 2  1  
Shatrovo LN 30      ? 






9.4 Synthesis and discussion 
In synthesizing publications, the Struma river valley is often presented as part of the West Balkan 
zone, which is supposedly characterized by short occupations, little vertical stratigraphy, non-
monumentality, and no tell formation (Halstead 1989; Bailey 1999 and 2000; Greenfield and 
Jongsma 2006). For this zone, it has been argued that a process towards more settlement 
permanence only began to unfold in the Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic, resulting in the 
formation of tell sites in the Danube plain and the Central Balkans. Indeed, for the Middle Struma 
valley, Grebska-Kulowa and Kulov (2007) argued that the level of residential mobility was high 
throughout the Neolithic, stating that most settlements were ‘one-layer settlements’. However, 
they employ the coarse-grained periodization of Early, Middle and Late Neolithic, leading to the 
suggestion that a settlement ‘only’ occupied during the 500-700 year long Early Neolithic period 
should count as a short occupation.208 It is, therefore, important to compare the general information 
on the number of settlements per chronological period to the information from excavated sites 
considering the thickness of archaeological deposits and the number of settlement layers, as well 
as the evidence for local (dis)continuity in occupation (Table 9.7).  
Based on the settlement sequences discussed in this chapter, I argue that the Neolithic 
period in the Struma Valley is marked by a transformation from Early Neolithic habitation 
practices characterized by nucleated settlements with occupation sequences of several centuries, 
which contained well-built and maintained houses, to more mobility and short-term settlement, as 
well as a more differentiated settlement pattern, during the Middle and Late Neolithic. The number 
of Early Neolithic settlements is relatively low, especially in the Middle Struma, but they show a 
range of similarities to late 7th and early 6th millennium settlement in Western Anatolia and Greece 
in terms of architecture, habitation practices, and material culture. The following ENIII period sees 
the settling of new locations in the landscape, and in several cases the plans of these settlements 
seem premeditated: Mursalevo, Ilindentsi, Brezhani and Drenkovo Garleshki nivi yielded evidence 
for planned settlements with neatly organized rows of houses, surrounded by circular enclosure 
ditches. In terms of material culture, there is direct continuity with ENII settlements in the valley, 
suggesting that this expansion of settlement was first and foremost an internal affair, with most of 
the ENII sites yielding evidence for continuity of occupation (Kovachevo, Vaksevo, Galabnik). 
The very earliest stage of Neolithic occupation, during the ENI period, is still poorly 
understood. We have seen that even though Kovachevo Ia falls into this stage on the basis of 
absolute dates, in terms of material culture, it is not representative of the ‘monochrome pottery’ 
stage defined by Boyadzhiev (2009). To date, Krainitsi in the Upper Struma may be the only 
representative of a pre-painted pottery Neolithic, although the evidence is disputed (Stefanova 
                                                 
 
208 What is more, they are working with unequal periods: the EN is 700 years long (500 years for ENII-III), whereas 




1996; Thissen 2000, 231-2; Krauß 2011). Looking back towards the Aegean (chapter 8), the 
argument for a monochrome stage becomes less farfetched, as it is very well possible that the 
recently identified ENI-ENII periods of Western Macedonia (c. 6500-6200 BCE, Urem-Kotsou et 
al. 2014) are also represented in the southern part of the Struma Valley. Still, the character and 
extent of this earliest settlement needs further research in order to understand its significance in 
the subsequent formation of the established ENII and ENIII periods.209  
We have seen that the evidence for discontinuity between the Early and Middle Neolithic 
can be found on both the local (conflagrations, abandonments, and reoccupations) and the regional 
scale (changes in settlement density and settlement patterns). The disruption of Early Neolithic 
settlements is puzzling, and may be related to increasing conflict during the middle of the 6th 
millennium – which would be in line with the evidence for disruption of Early Chalcolithic 
settlement in the Lake District (chapter 5; Clare et al. 2008). The paucity of Middle Neolithic 
settlement remains prevents a clear understanding of what replaced Early Neolithic habitation 
practices, but it is clear that both settlement and material display a rupture with earlier traditions. 
Pernicheva-Perets et al. (2011, 12) proposed that the new cultural influence during this period 
mainly came from the south, following the decreasing density of habitation from south to north, 
while allowing for some mixing with pre-existing traditions in the Struma valley.  
After this disruption of Early Neolithic settlement, the Late Neolithic represents a new 
pattern of occupation, with increased differentiation in size and settlement longevity. The supra-
regional context for these changes is formed by the emergence of the Vinča culture in the Central 
Balkans, and the formation of tell sites in the Lower Struma (e.g. Dikili Tash, Sitagroi). The Struma 
river seems to have been one of the main routes of interaction between the Aegean and the Central 
Balkans during this period (Grebska-Kulowa et al. 2017). Large settlements prospered in the more 
‘connected’ locations close to the Struma river, while small settlements in more remote locations 
possibly kept to more traditional ways of living. Pernicheva (1995) suggested that these two 
habitation practices represent two different ‘ethno-cultural groups’ co-existing in the valley. 
Indeed Vajsov (2007) suggested that Topolnitsa I (late MN/early LN) was an allochthonous 
foundation by Vinča-people from the north, while Grebska-Kulowa (2001 and 2003) emphasized 
                                                 
 
209 A different way to approach the formation of networks during the Early Neolithic is a flint perspective. The case 
has been made for the emergence of a so-called formal ‘Balkan flint’ toolkit, which is found over a large area in the 
Balkans and Greece (Gurova 2008 and 2011). These tools were made out of high-quality honey-colored flint, the 
sources of which are (probably) mostly found in North Bulgaria. Although Thrace and the Struma river valley were 
important in the development of the Bulgarian Neolithic, these regions do not contain sources of high-quality flint 
(Nachev 2009). The emergence of the Balkan flint toolkit, therefore, becomes significant for understanding supra-
regional exchange in the process of Neolithization. At Kovachevo, for example, the earliest levels Ia-Ib are 
characterized by low-quality grey and black flint from the nearby Rhodope mountains, while in phases Ic and Id, 
honey-colored flint enters the repertoire. Gurova (2011) hypothesized that the emergence of the Balkan flint formal 
toolkit at Kovachevo coincided with the appearance of Karanovo I elements in the pottery assemblage, which shows 





connections with Southwest Anatolia during this period. Still, a certain degree of local continuity 
can be found as well, for example between Balgarchevo II and III. The more ‘connected’ character 
of these riverside settlements (to the Aegean, the eastern parts of North Macedonia (LN Anza), 
and to the Vinča Culture), accelerated the pace of change in the Late Neolithic (Pernicheva-Perets 
et al. 2011, 213ff), while their strategic location ensured the more or less continuous occupation 
of these localities.    
 
9.5 Conclusions 
The development of Neolithic habitation in the Struma River Valley during the 6th millennium 
shows that the region was more than a prehistoric highway towards the Northern Balkans: long-
term settlement characterized the Early Neolithic (6200/6000-5500 BCE). Early Neolithic 
communities developed a high level of standardization of house plans, especially during the ENIII 
period, although the evidence is fragmentary. Indoor kitchen areas and the lack of large open 
spaces in settlements suggest the relative autonomy of, and little differentiation between, 
households. There is some evidence for communal buildings during the ENII-III periods 
(Kovachevo and Galabnik), which have some inter-regional parallels (Nea Nikomedeia, Sofia 
Slatina). Especially during the ENIII period, houses became larger, more durable, and more 
internally segmented. Furthermore, during the ENII and ENIII periods, an intensification of inter-
regional contacts can be presumed, as material culture parallels and the evidence for exchange of 
raw materials increased. 
After this bloom of Early Neolithic habitation and networks, the middle of the 6th 
millennium constitutes a poorly understood break in the occupation sequence of the region. During 
the Middle and Late Neolithic, most settlements became smaller and less permanent. Mobility 
increased, but as it appears often within a restricted area. Houses became less durable, and in 
several cases possible pit dwellings were found. During the Late Neolithic, new architectural forms 
developed, including houses on stilts. Sites located in strategic locations prospered, and this is a 























CHAPTER 10. SYNTHESIS: Comparing regional histories 
 
10.1 Introduction 
In the five case studies, regional trends in the development of Neolithic settled landscapes were 
identified, including changes and continuities in the character of settlements, the regional density 
of settlement, architectural practices, and community organization. In this chapter, these habitation 
histories will be compared, in order to more strongly identify similarities and differences in the 
development of Neolithic ways of life in these regions. This comparison will follow the three 
timescales presented in chapters 3 and 4, discussing long-term, medium-term and short-term 
similarities and differences between the study regions (see Tables 4.2 and 4.3). Two main subjects 
will be addressed: first, the variable development of Neolithic communities considering the 
definition of households, social organization and demographic development, and second, the 
character and speed of the Neolithization process. Together, these two subjects will inform a 
comparison of the relationship between social practice and the formation of settled landscapes.  
The inter-regional comparative approach to the Neolithization of the Balkan-Anatolian 
zone presented in this chapter is based on the understanding that the ‘coming’ of the Neolithic was 
not an event, but rather a process. The diachronic development of sedentary life during the 7th and 
6th millennia followed region-specific, and sometimes settlement-specific, trajectories, while 
interactions between settled communities, both on regional and inter-regional scales, were of major 
importance for the development and change of Neolithic ways of life. Both long-distance and 
short-distance interaction and mobility were likely crucial to how Neolithic society worked during 
the 7th and 6th millennia. In chapter 11, these developments will be further discussed in the context 
of changes and variability in Neolithic ways of life between Southwest Asia and Central Europe, 
with regards to variability in household and community organization, and nucleated and dispersed 
settlement patterns. In this way, the relationships between the practices of Neolithic communities 
and the scale of the history of the development and dispersal of Neolithic ways of life will be 
further discussed and contextualized. 
The potential of inter-regional perspectives on developments in Neolithic architecture, 
settlement, and habitation practices is determined by preservation, excavation, documentation, 
analysis, and publication of settlement remains. As has become clear in the five case studies, both 
from a qualitative and a quantitative point of view, there are significant differences between, and 
biases in, the regional data sets, due to differences in archaeological practice, visibility, and 
variability in the publication record. The number of sites varies from 19 in the Izmir Region to 109 
in Western Macedonia, while the regions are comparable in area (see Figures 1.1 and 10.1). The 
synthesizing comparison of this data, presented in the following sections, therefore, needs to 
constantly reflect on differences between the regions and biases in the archaeological record, 
before conclusions about actual inter-regional differences in the development and character of 




In order to facilitate inter-regional comparison and discuss supra-regional developments, 
this chapter will employ a unified chronological system, consisting of six 300-year Time Blocks 
(I-VI), dating between 6800 and 5000 BCE (see section 4.2 and Table 4.1). Although this system 
does not neatly fit the various local and regional chronological systems discussed in the case 
studies, this way of organizing the data gives clearer insight into the data distribution and 
chronological development of Neolithic settlement in the study regions. The distribution of sites 
over Time Blocks I-VI (Figure 10.1) shows that the largest number of excavated sites, for all 
regions, is available for Time Blocks III and IV, i.e. the period 6200-5600 BCE. This period 
corresponds to the LN-EC transition in Anatolia, to the ENIII-MN periods in Greece, and the ENI-
ENIII periods in Bulgaria. The density of information for Time Block I and II (6800-6200 BCE) 
is much lower, and survey sites are few. The last two Time Blocks, V and VI (5600-5000 BCE), 
show two trends: first is the near-absence of sites from the Anatolian study regions; and second is 
the large number of excavated and survey sites in the two European study regions. In fact, the high 
total number of sites from these Time Blocks can be mostly attributed to survey sites; especially 
in the case of Western Macedonia, this number may be inflated due to imprecise attributions and 
the coarse-grained periodization of the Greek Late and Final Neolithic. 
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10.2 Comparing the long-term: regional habitation histories 
In order to compare the long-term development of habitation in the study regions, Figures 10.2 
and 10.3 show an absolute and a relative occupation density per Time Block, including both 
excavated and survey sites. The Anatolian study regions show a large degree of similarity in the 
overall sequence of Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic occupation: after initial occupation during Time 
Block I, a growth in the number of known settlements during Time Block II and a peak in 
settlement density during Time Blocks III and IV can be observed, followed by the total or near 
disappearance of evidence for habitation during Time Blocks V and VI. From the regional case 
studies, we know that settlement densities reached a peak during the late 7th-early 6th millennium 
in all regions, with regularly spaced settlements (mostly mounds) dotting the landscape of the Lake 
District, Izmir Region, and Marmara Region alike. During Time Block V, Anatolian Middle 
Chalcolithic settlements mostly took the form of short-term (re)occupations (Ilıpınar VB; 
Aktopraklık B late; Barcın Vb; Ulucak III). The lack of survey evidence for Time Blocks V and 
VI may represent a biased view, since alternative habitation practices may have meant a move to 
parts of the landscape that were not surveyed, while changes in settlement continuity may have 
resulted in more ephemeral, non-detectable archaeological remains, if not overlying earlier 
settlement mounds (Düring 2011; see 11.2.3 for further discussion). Indeed, the idea that most 
settlements occupied during Time Blocks V and VI were founded during earlier stages of the 
Neolithic may be caused by archaeological practice, which favors the discovery and research of 
visible (mound) settlements.   
With this apparent Anatolian synchrony in the development and end of Neolithic-Early 
Chalcolithic settlement, the relative settlement density presented in Figure 10.3 suggests that the 
two European study regions show an rather different development of habitation, especially during 
the 6th millennium. Initial settlement of Western Macedonia falls into Time Blocks I-II, followed 
by growth in the portion of occupied settlements during Time Blocks III and IV. In contrast to the 
Anatolian regions, however, Time Blocks V and VI show a continuous increase in the percentage 
of occupied settlements. The Struma Valley presents yet another scenario, with initial occupation 
during Time Blocks III-IV, and a significant percentage of occupied sites during Time Blocks V 
and especially VI.  
The case studies have shown that in the three Anatolian study regions, there is a great deal 
of local settlement continuity underlying the pattern of growth during Time Blocks I-IV and 
decline in Time Block V. Key sites were generally occupied for long periods of time (from several 
centuries to a millennium) between the first half of the 7th and the first half of the 6th millennium. 
It is of note that the earliest stages of Neolithic occupation are only attested through excavation. 
This means that the image of overall settlement continuity from initial Neolithization onwards 
could be a biased one, since settlements only occupied during the earliest stages of the Neolithic 
are unlikely to turn up with the current archaeological practice of focusing both survey and 




in the pool of settlements during the second half of the 6th millennium. In Western Macedonia, 
little continuity between Early Neolithic (Time Blocks I-III) and Late Neolithic settlements (Time 
Blocks V-VI) was found, especially when regarding the inland and coastal part of the region 
separately. The coastal area yielded evidence for settlement abandonment around 6000 BCE (end 
of Time Block III), a period of low-density occupation during the first half of the 6th millennium 
(Time Block IV), and re-occupation during the LNI period (Time Block VI). In the inland part of 
the region, a more continuous development from the early to late 6th millennium can be seen (Time 
Block IV-VI). In the Struma Valley, likewise, a gap between Early (Time Blocks III-IV) and Late 
Neolithic (Time Block VI) occupation was found, which was associated with abandonment, short-
term reoccupation, and short-term settlements. 
On the basis of the long-term development of habitation, as attested by the settlement data 
available for the 7th and 6th millennium (Table 10.1), three broad stages in the development of 
Neolithic habitation in the study regions can be distinguished. First, the initial appearance of 
Neolithic communities and the subsequent development of Early Neolithic settled landscapes is 
dated between 6800 and 6200 BCE (Time Blocks I and II). Second is a period of intensified 
habitation throughout the zone, between 6200-5600 BCE (Time Blocks III and IV). During this 
stage, there is a peak in the density of settlement evidence, and this stage sees the initial appearance 
and development of the Neolithic in the Balkans. Lastly, the period 5600-5000 BCE (Time Blocks 
V and VI) contains several important changes in Neolithic habitation: in all regions, there is 
evidence for disruption and culture change around the beginning of this stage, and for the second 
half of the 6th millennium, excavated settlement evidence is either absent or attests changes in 









Figure 10.2. Regional development of settlement compared: absolute numbers. 
 
 

























Number of occupied settlements per Region/Time Block: 
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Relative settlement density, as a percentage of the total 
number of sites: inter-regional comparison
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10.3 Comparing the medium-term: settlement foundation, development, longevity, 
abandonment, and reoccupation 
With apparent long-term similarities and differences between the habitation histories of the study 
regions, a more detailed view on the settlement sequences of excavated key sites refines this picture 
further, and brings us closer to the diachronic practices of Neolithic communities (Figure 10.4). 
Can we identify inter-regional and diachronic differences in the development of settlements, and 
what can we infer about the habitation strategies of local communities? 
In the case studies we have seen that the three Anatolian regions, with their long-term 
pattern of Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic occupation between 6800/6600 and 5600 BCE, are 
generally characterized by settlements with long, continuous occupation sequences, in the range 
of 400 (Ilıpınar) to 1000 (Bademağacı and Ulucak) years. The compiled evidence for Anatolian 
mound sequences shows that excavated Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic mound deposits are between 
3 and 9 meters thick (see Table 10.2).210 These deep stratigraphies generally showed several stages 
of occupation, each with their own character, construction techniques (Figure 10.5), and settlement 
layout. Strategies of more or less vertical superimposition of houses can be found within such 
stages, followed by relatively sudden changes in settlement layout, construction techniques, and 
settlement size between stages. In the Lake District, for example, sequences of vertical 
replacement of houses during the 7th millennium (Hacılar X-VI; Bademaǧacı ENII) contrasted 
with sudden changes and planned new settlements during the Early Chalcolithic (Hacılar II and I; 
Kuruçay 11 and 7). In the Izmir Region, a shift from mud-and-wood to mudbrick architecture 
separated Ulucak phase V (6500-6000 BCE) from phase IV (6000-5700 BCE), each consisting of 
several superimposed subphases. In the Marmara Region, the stable settlement layout of Barcın 
VIe-VIc was followed by a rearrangement of the settlement in phases VIb-VIa (6200-6000 BCE), 
and the regular replacement of mud and wood houses during Ilıpınar X-VIII (6000-5700 BCE) 
ended with the laying out of the mudbrick settlements of phase VI-VA (5700-5600 BCE).  
                                                 
 
210 Relating mound height to subsequent phases of occupation, it must be taken into consideration that mound 
formation is complex (Özdoǧan 2012; Rosenstock 2012). The present-day physical appearance of prehistoric mounds 






























































































































































































































































































t Bademaǧacı 7 m -2.3 m 9.3 m 4 m EBA II, MBA, Byz 5 m 
Hacılar 1.5 m -3.5 m 5 m 5 m - - 
Kuruçay 8 m 0 m 8 m 3 m LC, EBA II 5 m 









 Ulucak 5 m -5 m 10 m 9 m LC, EBAII, Rom/Byz 1 m 
Yeşilova 0 m -4 m 4 m 3 m MC, EBA, IA, Rom. 1 m 
Çukuriçi 5 m -3.8 m 8.8 m 4.5 m LC, EBA I 4.3 m 
Ege Gübre 0 m -5-6 m 1-2 m 1-2 m LC - 












Barcın 4.5 m -1.5 m 6 m 4.5 m LC, EBA/MBA, Rom/Byz 1.5 m 
Ilıpınar 5 m -1.5 m 6.50 m 5.5 m LC, EBA, Byz 1 m 
Menteşe 4 m -1.5 m 5.50 m 4-5 m BA, Roman 0.8 m 
Aktopraklık B 0 m -3 m 3 m 3 m - - 
Table 10.2. Anatolian mound deposits compared. 
 
 In the light of the parallel development of Neolithic settlement in the three Anatolian study 
regions, these examples suggest that inter-regional similarities in settlement sequences and 
habitation practices can be identified. In all three regions, 7th millennium sequences are 
characterized by vertical superimposition, which suggests the continuous local development of 
Neolithic communities. This may be associated with the consolidation of local occupation during 
the first centuries after initial Neolithization. Second, the beginning of the Anatolian Early 
Chalcolithic, around 6000 BCE, was characterized by a high rate of change in settlement sequences 
across the study regions. Several kinds of discontinuity between late 7th and early 6th millennium 
settlements can be found: first, abandonments of mounds with long 7th millennium sequences 
appear to have been frequent, and were sometimes followed by some form of reoccupation during 
the Early Chalcolithic.211 Second, settlements with apparent continuity of occupation from the late 
7th to early 6th millennium often show changes in architectural practices and settlement layout.212 
And lastly, new settlement foundations can be found.213  
During the later stages of the Early Chalcolithic, around 5800/5700 BCE, another period 
of parallel change can be detected across the Anatolian study regions. Several settlements show a 
                                                 
 
211 Examples are Höyücek, Bademaǧacı, Çukuriçi, Barcın, Menteşe, and Aktopraklık C. 
212 Examples are Hacılar (new settlement layout in phase II), Ulucak (introduction of mud brick in phase IV), and 
Yeşilova (stone foundations in phase IV.2-1). 




break in occupation followed by a restructuring of the settlement. Examples are the transition from 
Hacılar II to I, from Kuruçay 8 to 7, from Ilıpınar VII to VI, and changes include the introduction 
of buttressed mud brick architecture, as well as changes in the spatial layout and orientation of the 
settlement. Especially in the case of Hacılar and Kuruçay, there is little correspondence between 
the earlier and the new settlement layout, suggesting abandonment and reoccupation, perhaps even 
by, or through interactions with, a new population. 
Although it appears that the eventual abandonment of Anatolian mounds during the period 
5700/5600 BCE is associated with settlement-scale conflagrations, conflagration was not always 
followed by immediate abandonment. At Hacılar, there is evidence for ‘squatter occupation’ 
during phases IC and ID. At Ulucak, there is some evidence for restricted post-fire continuity 
during phase IVa. At Ilıpınar, a new habitation phase followed the burning of the phase VI 
settlement: phase VA, of short duration, also ended with fire, around 5600 BCE. Aktopraklık B 
did not burn down, but was abandoned after the buildings were emptied and filled with clean soil, 
which does not seem compatible with a sudden crisis. Furthermore, several Anatolian mounds 
yielded disturbed settlement layers dating to the Early Chalcolithic, which means that the character 
of occupation, as well as the circumstances of eventual abandonment, are not known in sufficient 
detail (Höyücek MA; Bademaǧacı EC). Also, the timeframe for the disruption and abandonment 
of settlements amounts to two centuries: settlements in the Lake District seem to have been 
abandoned a century or two earlier than settlements in Western and Northwestern Anatolia. 
Together, it seems that the centuries 5800-5600 BCE were characterized by a greater degree of 
flux, with much less stability of mound sequences than in the late 7th millennium. Perhaps a higher 
rate of intercommunal mobility can be proposed, which would explain the changes in habitation 
practices combined with local continuity of occupation. Indeed, despite changes in habitation 
practices, 7th millennium mounds remained ancient focal points in Early Chalcolithic settled 
landscapes, which emphasizes the unity of Late Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic sequences in Western 
Anatolia. Together, all Anatolian study regions offer a pattern of long, yet dynamic, (mound) 
occupations until 5700/5600 BCE, followed by a long period of abandonment and restricted re-
occupation (Ilıpınar VB, Aktopraklık B late) during the second half of the 6th millennium.  
Compared to the Anatolian regions, the two Southeast European regions offer a less 
straightforward sequence of development, as well as a more diverse settlement record, with more 
variability in length of occupation and site morphology. Nonetheless, broad similarities in 
developmental processes and habitation practices can be recognized. Considering the break in local 
and regional occupation sequences just before the middle of the 6th millennium seen in the 
Anatolian regions, we have already seen that significant changes in both local and regional 
habitation patterns around the middle of the 6th millennium can be identified in Southeastern 
Europe as well. In the Struma Valley, the abandonment of ENIII settlements  marks a separation 




by vertical superimposition,214 and MN (Time Block V) occupation characterized by small 
settlements, often with short periods of occupation, as well as by settlement activity at abandoned 
ENIII settlements. Of note is that none of these MN settlements yielded clear architectural remains, 
and a higher degree of settlement mobility is apparent: for the period 5500-5200 BCE, there is no 
evidence for nucleated settlement with (deep) architectural sequences.  During the Late Neolithic 
(Time Block VI), larger settlements with longer sequences of occupation reappeared on the more 
‘connected’ locations along the Struma river, and some of these settlements continued into the 5th 
millennium. It is apparent that the Middle Neolithic forms break between Early Neolithic and Late 
Neolithic habitation practices, with changes in settled locations (abandonments and new 
foundations) and in diachronic strategies (see 9.3.5).  
Although information on Early Neolithic settlement longevity in Western Macedonia 
proved to be less detailed (see 8.4.1), there are indications for a similar shift from intergenerational 
continuity to more variable habitation strategies during the early 6th millennium. The first centuries 
of Neolithic occupation (6500-6200 BCE) are still poorly known, but it is clear that at least some 
of the earliest settled locations were inhabited for centuries to follow, e.g. at Mavropigi Filotsairi 
and Paliambela Kolindrou. Late 7th millennium settlements such as Nea Nikomedeia and 
Mavropigi Filotsairi III displayed general similarity to the type of settlements found during the 
first centuries of Neolithic occupation in the Struma river valley, and show concern for the vertical 
superimposition of house plans over subsequent generations. In contrast, the coastal settlement 
record of Time Blocks V and VI is mainly represented by short occupations, pit dwellings, and 
little vertical build-up of settlement strata, which may, in part, explain the high number of 
settlements attributed to these Time Blocks. Several settlements defy this pattern, yielding long 
sequences of occupation covering the EN to LN periods. The most telling example is Paliambela 
Kolindrou (c. 6500-4500 BCE; see Table 10.4), but for lack of detailed stratigraphy, the level of 
settlement continuity cannot be assessed. It is possible that abandonment and reoccupation marked 
the long sequence of the mound, and it seems that different architectural practices and diachronic 
strategies characterized the subsequent periods of occupation. The inland part of Western 
Macedonia showed less disruption between the first and the second half of the 6th millennium, with 
more evidence for rectilinear architecture and vertical superimposition of architectural strata 
throughout the 6th millennium, for example at Servia, in the Kitrini Limni Basin, and in the 
Amynteon Basin. There, disruption seems to have taken place mainly between the Early and 
Middle Neolithic, at the beginning of the 6th millennium. 
Altogether, intergenerational settlement continuity and practices of vertical 
superimposition of houses can be found in all study regions, and is mainly associated with Time 
Blocks I-IV (6800-5600 BCE), identified above (10.2) as the period of the initial Neolithization 
                                                 
 




and the intensification of habitation in the Balkan-Anatolian zone. However, comparing settlement 
longevity shows that the duration of local sequences from initial Neolithization to the occupational 
break of the middle of the 6th millennium reduced through space and time (Table 10.3). Despite 
the changes in settlement layout and perhaps short periods of abandonment identified above, 
Anatolian mounds generally have longer occupation histories, up to a millennium of more or less 
continuous occupation, while Early Neolithic settlements in Western Anatolia and the Struma 
Valley were occupied for up to several centuries before abandonment.  
Does this reduction in the temporal depth of local occupation histories signal a gradual 
transformation in the habitation practices of Neolithic communities, from long-term occupation to 
short-term occupation? Although settlements in Western Macedonia and the Struma Valley show 
shorter periods of settlement continuity before 5600/5500 BCE, the idea of a contrast between 
Anatolian tells and Southeast European flat settlements (see 2.2.4) requires some nuance. First, 
short-term occupations may be missing from the Anatolian settlement record, simply because such 
settlements were not registered. Telling is the evidence for settlements without deep stratigraphy 
in the coastal Marmara region, which generally turned up during urban infrastructural projects. 
And second, on the level of intergenerational practices, vertical superimposition and continuity of 
occupation characterized the first centuries of Neolithic occupation in all study regions, although 
this generally amounted to shorter sequences in Southeastern Europe than in Western Anatolia. 
Altogether, during Time Blocks I-IV, settlements seem to have acquired a growing historicity, 
both in Western Anatolia and Southeastern Europe. Through practices of place continuity, 
settlements became historical places with complex build-up of settlement strata. This does not 
mean that settlement sequences should be viewed as strictly continuous, or that local communities 
were static groups. Rather, changes in architectural practices, settlement layout, and community 
size indicate that interconnections between communities played a role in changes in both 
settlement layouts and community composition.  
I propose that apart from a culture-historical break, the middle of the 6th millennium saw 
fundamental changes in habitation practices in the Anatolian regions, the Struma Valley and 
coastal Western Macedonia alike, with a shift from a period characterized by intergenerational 
continuity and increasing durability to a period with a greater degree of residential mobility, 
architectural ephemerality, and shorter-term connections between people and places. An exception 
is formed by the inland region of Western Macedonia, where 6th millennium settlement seems 
continuous and highly connected with developments in the neighboring regions of Thessaly and 





Site (arranged by length 
of occupation) 
Length of occupation in centuries 
































Table 10.3. Settlement 
longevity (in centuries) 
between foundation and the 
occupational break of c. 
5700-5500 BCE. 
 
Bademağacı 11         
Ulucak   10       
Paliambela Kolindrou       9   
Hacılar 8         
Çukuriçi   8       
Höyücek 7         
Yeşilova   7       
Menteşe     7     
Barcın     6     
Ege Gübre   5       
Mavropigi Filotsairi       5   
Revenia Korinos       5   
Kovachevo         5 
Kuruçay 4         
Ilıpınar     4     
Pendik     4     
Yenikapı     4     
Galabnik         4 
Aktopraklık B     3     
Aktopraklık C     3     
Mursalevo         3 
Nea Nikomedeia       2   
Ilindentsi         2 

























Figure 10.5. Six phase maps showing the chronological development of settlement and construction techniques at 
excavated settlements in the study regions. 
= no architectural remains = rectilinear mud and wood architecture = rectilinear mud brick or piled mud 























10.4 Comparing the short-term 
While patterns in settlement foundation, longevity, and abandonment provide insight into local 
settlement sequences and regional habitation histories, further detail needs to be added in order to 
discuss qualitative changes in Neolithic community life through time and space. In order to 
compare the constitution of Neolithic communities in the study regions, this section will compare 
the evidence for settlement layout, settlement size, architecture, and the distribution of domestic 
facilities for cooking and storage, in order to build a comparative understanding of the social 
organization of settled communities. This means a consideration of houses as domestic spaces, and 
settlements as social arenas in which social associations formed (cf. 3.4).  
In measuring and comparing houses and settlements, we have to consider the ways in which 
the categories and definitions employed influence inter-regional comparison. For example, a 
quantitative comparison of domestic activity areas has to take into account that these areas may 
have included flat roofs, second storeys, annexes, and yards. Such spaces cannot always be 
recognized archaeologically, and it cannot always be understood to what extent outdoor areas close 
to the house were considered private or communal space. Next, besides a category of buildings 
that can relatively easily be interpreted as household dwellings, there are also structures for which 
it is debatable whether they should be classified as a ‘house’, an ‘annex’, or as structures with a 
non-domestic or otherwise special function. Furthermore, freestanding architecture and 
agglomerated or multi-room structures are difficult to categorize and compare: for instance, should 
several adjoined rooms be seen as single or multiple domestic units? Functional criteria such as 
the presence of domestic facilities, as well as access patterns, may offer a way to define domestic 
units in such cases.  
The study of the spatial patterning of domestic activities needs to take into consideration 
that the preservation of domestic installations and find assemblages is dependent on the 
circumstances of house or settlement destruction and post-depositional processes. Cases of 
settlement conflagration provided important case studies for assessing the definition of households 
and inter-household variability in all regional case studies, although both the level of preservation 
and the level of detail of published information differ significantly between sites. Furthermore, 
most burnt settlements date to the time frame of the late 7th to early 6th millennium, which adds to 
the unequal distribution of information through time and space. 215  
 
  
                                                 
 
215 For the 7th millennium, burnt settlements include Barcın VId1 (c. 6400 BCE), Bademaǧacı ENII.3-2 (c. 6400-6200 
BCE), Ulucak Vb-a (c. 6200-6000), and Hacılar VI (6200); 6th millennium settlements include Hacılar II and I; Ilıpınar 




10.4.1 Settlements: layout, enclosures, and size 
Considering that insight into settlement layout must often be based on small excavated areas, a 
first understanding of settlement layouts starts from the spatial structure of architecture, ranging 
from freestanding to conglomerated (house clusters) or agglutinated (house clusters sharing walls) 
buildings (cf. Banning 2010; Rosenstock 2014). Conglomerated and agglutinated architecture is 
only found in the Anatolian regions, and dates to Time Blocks I-IV. With Barcın VIe-VId1 as early 
examples of agglutination (Time Block I-II), Late Neolithic settlements such as Hacılar VI, 
Höyücek Sh.P and Kuruçay 12-10 (Time Block III) contained several houses built against each 
other or sharing walls, and groups of houses were separated by open areas. Conglomerated 
settlements dating to Time Block IV include Hacılar II-I and Kuruçay 7, as well as the mud brick 
villages of Ilıpınar VI and Aktopraklık B in the Marmara Region (Figure 10.6). In these 
settlements, houses formed a chain around the settled terrain and opened towards an open 
courtyard area. The central settlement area contained buildings as well; in the case of Aktopraklık 
B, these houses show a clustered pattern. The fact that these settlements were otherwise not so 
densely built indicates that conglomeration should not strictly be seen as a way to make most 
effective use of limited settlement space, as was suggested by Steadman (2000). In the Izmir 
Region, chained architecture opening towards an inner courtyard area is found at Late Neolithic 
Çukuriçi X. Although the excavated center of the Ulucak IVb settlement yielded clustered 
conglomerated architecture, it is conceivable that a boundary of buildings enclosed this settlement 
as well.  
With almost all Anatolian settlements of Time Block IV yielding conglomerated 
architecture, freestanding architecture was more common during Time Blocks II and III, for 
example at Bademaǧacı ENII.4-2, Barcın VIb, Menteşe stratum 3 (upper), Ulucak Vb, Ilıpınar X-
VIII, and Yeşilova IV.1-2.216 Conglomerated or agglomerated architecture is more often associated 
with mud brick as a building material, although exceptions are the agglutinated mud-and-wood 
architecture of Barcın VIe-c (Time Block I-II) and Ulucak Va (Time Block III). Settlements in the 
two European study regions showed exclusively freestanding architecture. The earliest examples 
(Time Block III) show loosely organized radial patterns (Nea Nikomedeia, Mavropigi Filotsairi 
III, Kovachevo Ia), while during Time Block IV, settlement plans consisting of regular rows of 
houses developed (Servia, Galabnik, Mursalevo, Balgarchevo I; see Figure 10.6). For Time Blocks 
V and VI, information on settlement layout is limited, with the exception of Promachon Topolnitsa 
(rows of houses) and several settlements with irregularly distributed pit dwellings (Makriyalos I, 
Mavropigi Isioma).  
                                                 
 
216 There is a striking similarity between the plan of Barcın VId-VIc (c. 6500-6200) and the plan of Aşağı Pınar 6 (c. 
5700-5600) in Turkish Thrace – but it is even more interesting that there is a chronological difference of c. 500 years 












































































t Hacılar VI III         + 70 x 75 m 0.55 ha 
Hacılar II III   +       55 x 35 m 0.2 ha 
Hacılar I IV         +  - -  










 Arvalya Höyük II-III? +          - -  
Ege Gübre IIIa III   +       60 x 40 m 0.24 ha 











 Barcın VIe I +          - -  
Barcın VId1 II     +      - -  
Ilıpınar VI IV         + d = 100 m 0.8 ha 
Ilıpınar VA IV       + +  - -  
Aktopraklık B IV +       + d = 90 m 0.64 ha 














Nea Nikomedeia III +         d = 120 m 1.1 ha 
Apsalos Grammi IV +         d = 100 m 0.8 ha 
Apsalos Komvos IV +          - -  
Makriyalos I V/VI +         d = 550 m 28 ha 
Kleitos I VI +   +     d = 130 m 1.3 ha 
Agios Nikolaos Ritini III +          - -  
Servia V +          - -  








+ +        - -  
Drosia V +          - -  
Giannitsa B VI +          - -  









Ilindentsi I IV +   +      - -  




    +      - -  
Vaksevo Studena voda III/IV +   +      - -  
Brezhani IV/V +         d = 150 m 1.8 ha 
Drenkovo Garleski nivi IV/V +         d = 120 m 1.8 ha 





The combined evidence (Table 10.4) shows that settlement enclosures of some sort were 
quite common during the 7th and 6th millennia. Settlements enclosed by stone or mud brick walls 
are restricted to the Anatolian study regions, while enclosure ditches and palisades are found 
mostly, but not exclusively, in Southeastern Europe, with examples from Time Block III and 
especially IV. The increase in evidence for enclosures from Time Block I to IV can partly be 
explained by the fact that only small portions of early settlement layers were excavated. The case 
studies showed that interpretations of these enclosures have explored various possibilities, ranging 
from defense,217 to water management,218 and symbolic demarcators associated with ritual 
practices.219 Indeed, interpretations of settlement enclosures should allow for the existence of 
multiple meanings and functions, in which the symbolic demarcation and definition of the local 
community does not render protection and control of access less important (cf. Parkinson and 
Duffy 2007).220  
The study of developments in settlement size is complicated by the uneven spatial and 
diachronic distribution of suitable data. Estimations of settlement size are often made on the basis 
of the spread of surface material, although this is generally deemed unreliable (e.g. Akkermans 
2013). Furthermore, given practices of reoccupation, mound dimensions are rarely representative 
of the size of Neolithic settlement. Especially in case of small-scale excavation, it is often not 
possible to differentiate between subsequent (Neolithic) settlement phases, which reduces insight 
into both local size development and inter-site variability.  
In case of large-scale exposures, understanding settlement layout and the size of the settled 
area seems within reach. Furthermore, abovementioned settlement enclosures can be a lead in 
estimating settlement size (Table 10.4). In the Struma Valley, for example, settlements enclosed 
by ditches generally had diameters of 100-150 m (0.8-1.8 ha). Walled settlements yielded smaller 
sizes, in the range of 55 x 35 m at Hacılar II (c. 0.2 ha), and 60 x 40 m at Ege Gübre III (c. 0.24 
ha). This confirms the idea that settlements dating to Time Blocks I-IV were generally not more 
than several hectares large, and that the density of occupation within such settlements was 
generally quite high. These compact settlements can be contrasted with a late 6th millennium 
settlement such as Makriyalos I, which combined a large enclosed area (c. 28 ha) with low-density 
                                                 
 
217 For example for the Lake District: Mellaart (1970, 94), Duru (1994, 98), Clare et al. (2008). 
218 Sağlamtimur (2012), for example, suggested that the walls of Ege Gübre offered protection against floods. Indeed, 
enclosure ditches seem to be associated mainly with the wetter landscapes of Northwestern Anatolia, Northern Greece 
and the Balkans. The excavators associated the ditches of Kovachevo with water management (Lichardus-Itten et al. 
2002, 115-6). 
219 E.g. Chatzitoulousis et al. (2014). In favor of such interpretations is that in several cases, ditches are associated 
with ritual practices, e.g. the deposition of human remains attested at Aktopraklık B (Karul and Avcı 2013) and 
Makriyalos I (Pappa et al. 2004). See also the evidence for the deposition of human remains in enclosure ditches at 
Yabalkovo in Bulgarian Thrace (Roodenberg et al. 2014). 
220 Functions may also have changed over time: for the European Neolithic it has been suggested that an increase in 





occupation (Pappa et al. 2013). For the Struma Valley, we have seen that especially in the late 6th 
millennium, a greater variability in settlement size developed, with large settlements (up to 10 ha) 
located along the Struma River and small settlements (less than 1 ha) in the hilly hinterland. 
If we move from highly uncertain estimations of settlement size to estimating the size of 
communities, what can be acquired is a general impression of the band width of community size, 
especially during Time Blocks III and IV, which yielded most large-scale exposures (see Table 
10.5). These communities seem to have consisted of several tens of houses, with Aktopraklık B, 
Ilıpınar VI, and possibly Mursalevo, being outliers with up to 60 houses. If households consisted 
of an average five individuals, this would suggest that communities consisted of fewer than 300 
people. On the basis of the findings presented above, regarding settlement continuity, increasing 
durability and increasingly planned settlement layouts during the period 6800-5600 BCE, it does 
not seem far-fetched to propose that early 6th millennium communities were generally larger than 
7th millennium communities in all study regions, although reliable indicators for community size 
during Time Blocks I and II are not available. For the second half of the 6th millennium, estimating 
community size is complicated by the less unified concept of ‘settlement’, as well as the limited 
availability of large-scale excavations. The clusters of around 10 pit dwellings found at Ilıpınar 
VB and Aktopraklik B late seem to attest small communities, although it is not known whether 
these clusters represented the whole settlement. Both in Western Macedonia and in the Struma 
Valley, it seems that the band width of community size widened during the late 6th millennium, 





















































































































Bademaǧacı  ENII.3 II - 1500 - 9 
Bademaǧacı  ENII.2 II - 1500 - 4 
Hacılar VI III 5500 750 13.6 8 
Hacılar II III 2000 1300 65.0 10 









 Çukuriçi X II 11000 250 2.3 3 
Ulucak Vb III 30000 200 0.7 3 
Ulucak VIb IV 30000 900 3.0 12 
Ege Gübre III III/IV 5000 2700 54.0 3 












Barcın VIe I 10000 220 2.2 2 
Barcın VId1 II 10000 350 3.5 4 
Barcın VIc II 10000 500 5.0 2-3 
Ilıpınar X III 3000 400 13.3 2 
Ilıpınar IX IV 5000 400 8.0 2-4 
Ilıpınar VIII IV 5000 400 8.0 2-4 
Ilıpınar VI IV 10000 800 8.0 17 










Nea Nikomedeia III 22000 1900 8.6 9 
Mavropigi Filotsairi IIIb III 4000 3000 75.0 6-7 
Servia MN IV 10000 320 3.2 3-7 





Kovachevo Ic III 60000 1500 2.5 1-9 
Galabnik I IV 20000 1200 6.0 10 
Galabnik II IV 20000 1200 6.0 10 
Mursalevo IV - 6000 - 22 
Table 10.5. Overview of large-scale excavations: estimated site size, excavated areas, and number of excavated 
houses. 
 
10.4.2 Houses: construction techniques, layout, and variability 
The compiled architectural evidence across the study regions and through time shows that Time 
Blocks III and IV (6200-5600 BCE) stand out both in the number of excavated settlements with 




plans (Figure 10.8). It can be observed that rectilinear mud and wood or mubrick architecture 
characterizes Time Blocks I-IV, while in Time Block V, and to a lesser extent VI, more sites with 
round architecture or pit dwellings were found (Figures 10.5 and 10.9). 
  
 
Figure 10.7. Diachronic overview of the number of excavated sites with architectural remains per region. 
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Figure 10.9. Diachronic overview of construction techniques encountered at excavated sites. See also Figure 10.5. 
 
While the construction techniques of rectilinear architecture show a considerable degree of 
variability, a number of basic principles can be identified. Rectilinear architecture in the study 
regions combined the use of loam and wood, while stone was sometimes used for wall foundations. 
Moving from Anatolia to Europe, there was generally a transition from architecture that was 
largely mud-based (in the form of mud slabs, mud bricks, and pisé) to architecture that was largely 
wood-based (cf. Rosenstock 2006). In the study regions, which lie in between the world of clay 
and the world of wood, several construction techniques are represented, which does not only relate 
to environmental differences, but also attests diachronic change. At several sites, different building 
materials represent subsequent phases of the settlement, showing that multiple construction 
techniques were viable in these environments. This shows that not only environmental factors, but 
also cultural factors played a role in the development of Neolithic architecture. 
The chronological development of house plans and construction techniques during Time 
Blocks I-IV shows that mud and wood construction may have preceded the development of mud 
brick architecture in all three Anatolian study regions, although concrete evidence for mud and 
wood construction is not present in all regions. For the Lake District, we have seen that Duru 
































































































































































































































































I II III IV V VI
TIME BLOCK
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Rectilinear mud and wood Rectilinear mud brick or piled mud




Bademaǧacı ENI (Time Blocks I and II), but clear remains of such buildings were not found. In 
the Izmir Region, mud and wood construction is associated with Ulucak phase V (Derin 2006; A. 
Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2012), while for the early levels of Yeşilova, the existence of mud and wood 
architecture has been hypothesized as well (Derin 2012) (Time Blocks I-III). In the Marmara 
region, mud and wood construction had the longest history (Time Blocks I-IV), at sites such as 
Barcın VIe-VIb, Menteşe stratum 3, and Ilıpınar X-VIII. While rectilinear houses with a large 
wood component were a novelty in the larger context of the Anatolian Neolithic, which was by 
and large characterized by mud slab and mud brick buildings from the late 9th millennium onwards 
(Düring 2006; Özbaşaran 2011; Rosenstock 2014), the basic techniques of wood construction and 
the use of wattle and daub were not new. In Central Anatolia, wattle-and-daub was used for 
building indoor screen walls, and wood was used for the construction of roofs and roof supports 
(Rosenstock 2014). Indeed, in Western Anatolian mud brick villages of the late 7th and early 6th 
millennium, wattle and daub continued to be used as well, for annexes, partitions, and second 
storeys.221  
In the two Southeast European study regions, the earliest rectilinear buildings of mud and 
wood date to Time Block III.222 In the light of the radiocarbon evidence for the Early Neolithic I 
occupation of Western and Central Macedonia (Time Block II), this means that there are around 
three centuries of initial occupation which to date did not yield clear remains of rectilinear houses. 
Here, both the issue of the limited excavation of early sites in Greece, as well as the possible 
existence of pit dwellings (attested at Paliambela Kolindrou) or otherwise ephemeral dwellings, 
can offer an explanation. Comparison of the earliest mud-and-wood house plans from Southeastern 
Europe to contemporary house plans from Western Anatolia shows remarkable similarity (Figure 
10.11). Freestanding houses with foundation trenches, walls consisting of posts with clay packing, 
a row of posts on the central axis, and sometimes suspended wooden floors were found in the 
Marmara Region,223 Izmir Region,224 Western Macedonia225 and the Struma Valley,226 dating to 
Time Block III. During Time Block IV, while many Anatolian settlements shift to mud brick 
architecture, there is a general continuity of these mud and wood construction practices in 
Southeastern Europe (Figure 10.12).227  
                                                 
 
221 For example at Hacılar VI-II (c. 6200-5900 BCE), Ulucak IV (6000-5700 BCE; A. Çilingiroǧlu et al. 2004, 31), 
and Ilıpınar VA (c. 5600 BCE). Wooden posts were important structural elements at Hacılar VI, and Mellaart (1970, 
28-9 and 76) suggested that the second storeys of Hacılar II and I were largely wood-based. 
222 Nea Nikomedeia, Mavropigi Filotsairi IIIb, Kovachevo Ia. 
223 Barcın VIb, Menteşe stratum 3, Ilıpınar X 
224 Ulucak Vb 
225 Mavropigi Filotsairi IIIb, Nea Nikomedeia 
226 Kovachevo Ia 
227 Mud and wood houses were excavated at Sosandra and Servia in Macedonia, and at Kovachevo, Galabnik, and 
Mursalevo in the Struma Valley. Middle Neolithic Paliambela Kolindrou is, as of yet, the only site in the Northern 
Aegean where both the use of wattle and daub and the use of mud brick has been attested for the early 6th millennium 




The introduction of mud brick architecture in Western Anatolia happened gradually. In the 
Lake District, mud brick buildings are found from at least 6400 BCE onwards at Hacılar X-I, 
Bademaǧacı ENII.4-2, Höyücek Sh.P. and most likely Kuruçay 12-7 (Umurtak 2000; Duru 2012). 
In the Izmir region, mud brick construction was only found at Ulucak IV, dating to the early 6th 
millennium (Derin 2005), while contemporary settlements, such as Yeşilova IV.1 and Ege Gübre 
III, did not yield mud brick remains.228 In the Marmara region, mud brick buildings were found at 
Ilıpınar VI-VA and Aktopraklık B, dating to the period 5800/5700-5600 BCE (late Time Block 
IV; Gérard 2001; Coockson 2008; Karul and Avcı 2013), following a lengthy period of mud-and-
wood architecture (6600-5800 BCE). Despite this inter-regional asynchrony in the initial 
introduction of mud brick, during Time Block IV, the three Anatolian regions show similar 
developments in architectural practices. Buildings with thick mud brick walls and interior 
buttresses were built at Hacılar IA/B and Kuruçay 7, which compare to similar architectural forms 
found at Aktopraklık B and Ilıpınar VA (Figure 10.13). Overall, these 6th millennium mud brick 
buildings are characterized by greater spatial complexity, e.g. in the form of second storeys 
(Hacılar II and I, cf. Mellaart 1970), and the segmentation of interiors.229  
The architectural development from mud-and-wood houses to increasingly complex mud 
brick houses fits a narrative of increasing durability, material complexity, technological capacity, 
and the increasing prosperity of local communities during the early 6th millennium in the Anatolian 
study regions. The introduction of mud brick seems to go hand in hand with increased 
standardization of house plans, suggesting greater communal control over house construction. 
Furthermore, the greater degree of similarity between settlements suggests intensified inter-
communal communication and mobility. This explains the evidence for local continuity of 
occupation on the one hand, and changes in architectural practices and settlement layout on the 
other hand. However, processes of increasing durability can not only be traced in mud brick 
settlements. In the Struma River Valley and Western Macedonia, early 6th millennium (Time Block 
IV) mud and wood houses show a high level of investment, e.g. through the use of heavy posts 
and the construction of suspended wooden floors.230 Furthermore, settlement layout seems to have 
become more  pre-planned in comparison to the late 7th millennium.  
                                                 
 
228 In the Izmir region, there are several sites with neither mud brick nor mud and wood construction: Yeşilova IV.1 
(5900-5800), Çukuriçi X-VIII (6500-5900), and Ege Gübre IV-III (6200-5800) share their use of stone foundations, 
on which walls of piled clay (Çukuriçi, Yeşilova) or wattle and daub (Ege Gübre) were built (Brami et al. 2016; 
Saǧlamtimur 2011). 
229 At Çatalhöyük West, Early Chalcolithic buttressed buildings generally had second storeys (Anvari et al. 2017). For 
Kuruçay 7, the existence of second storeys could not be confirmed (cf. Duru 1994). While there are similarities 
between the Early Chalcolithic mud brick buildings in the Anatolian study regions, there are differences as well: the 
Marmara houses had much thinner walls (30-40 cm) than their Lake District counterparts (70-150 cm), had a more 
rectilinear layout, most likely did not have second storeys (Gérard 2001, 196), and were part of a different kind of 
settlement plan. 
230 Neolithic houses are thought to have had life histories of 20-30 years, which would mean that house generations 




The increasing sturdiness of 6th millennium houses is also apparent in an inter-regional 
overview of house sizes (Table 10.6 and Figure 10.10). Time Blocks I and II mainly yielded houses 
smaller than 30 m2, whereas Time Blocks III and IV show a shift towards larger buildings (30-100 
m2). Of note is that for Time Block IV, houses with suspected second storeys most likely further 
increased the size of indoor floor areas. The larger number of fully excavated houses allows for 
quantifying inter-regional differences in building size for Time Blocks III and IV, which shows 
larger building sizes for Western Macedonia and the Struma Valley than for the three Anatolian 
study regions.  
Especially in the Anatolian study regions, houses regularly had some form of annex space 
(Table 10.7). Such additions to household space provided relatively open settings in between the 
house and communal space. Functions associated with these annex areas are cooking, storage, and 
crafts. Interestingly, evidence for annexes is much more limited in the Southeast European study 
regions. Although at some settlements in Western Macedonia, outdoor areas seem to have been 
used for domestic activities, these areas seem less constructed and less clearly associated with 
individual houses. In the Struma Valley, outdoor areas were restricted to narrow alleyways in 
between houses. This could indicate that household activities were mostly taking place indoors 
(see 10.4.4). Perhaps this can partly explain the larger size of these houses in comparison to 





< 20 m2 20-30 m2 30-50 m2 50-100 m2 100 m2 < 
Number of 
houses 
From number of 
different sites 
I 0 4 0 0 0 4 2 
II 12 9 0 1 0 22 3 
III* 16 17 26 11 3 73 12 
IV* 20 23 19 7 4 73 12 
V 0 0 4 1 0 5 1 
VI 1 0 2 1 3 7 3 
Table 10.6. Chronological development of size distribution of rectilinear buildings. *: for suspected two-storey houses 
(e.g. at Hacılar II and I, Ilıpınar VI, Mursalevo), I took the size of the ground floor only. 
 
 
                                                 
 
Southwest Asia and Europe (e.g. Nikolov 2003, 27; Roodenberg 1999, 22; Lichter 1993; Akkermans 2013, 70). Recent 
studies seem to suggest a larger degree of variability in length of occupation, ranging from less than 10 years for Late 
Neolithic lakeside dwellings in the Alpine region (Pétrequin 2013) to 50-100 years for houses at Çatalhöyük (Cessford 




















Hacılar VI III 30-50 m2 1-2 
One or two kitchen extensions flanking 












Barcın VId1 II 20-24 m2 1 
Outdoor porch area in front of the 
houses; smaller annex rooms (10-12 
m2) between main houses. 
10-12 m2 
Barcın VId2/3 II 20-22 m2 1 
Narrow room next to the main room, 
with evidence for craft activities. 
6 m2 
Barcın VIb III 22-24 m2 1 
Small narrow annex room next to the 
main building. 
4 m2 
Ilıpınar X III 20-25 m2 1 Fenced area with evidence for storage 10 m2 




c. 15 m2) 
2 
Platform extensions in front of the 
house; annex rooms between house 
units; fenced yards in front of the 
houses. 
6 m2 
Ilıpınar VA IV 25-30 m2 1 
Fenced yards/lean-to structures in 






III 40-70 m2 1-2 Fenced area in front of House 2 20 m2 
Table 10.7. Settlements with houses with evidence for annexes. 
















Altogether, all study regions show some form of increasing sturdiness of architecture from 
Time Block I to Time Block IV. This suggests similar processes of more communal control over 
construction and maintenance of houses and settlements, as well as processes of community 
growth and settlement continuity.231 The development of house plans, therefore, fits the 
development of larger village communities with long-term connections to settlement locations, 
and increasingly complex relations between households.  
Following the disruption in local and regional habitation histories around the middle of the 
6th millennium identified above, house plans for Time Blocks V and VI are few. In the three 
Anatolian regions, there is a striking near-absence of both settlements and architectural remains, 
with the exception of pit dwellings from the Marmara Region. In the two Southeast European 
regions, both rectilinear mud-and-wood and more ephemeral (pit) dwellings were encountered. In 
some settlements in inland Western Macedonia and the Middle Struma Valley raised pile dwellings 
were found in lakeside and wetland environments, and especially in inland Western Macedonia, 
such architectural forms seem to have developed further during the 5th millennium (Koukouli-
Chryssanthaki et al. 2007; Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder 2015). It seems, therefore, that 
changes in architectural practices included firstly, the lesser durability of houses, and secondly, 
the adaptation of construction techniques to new environments. 
It is tempting to forge a link between a ‘pit dwelling’ phenomenon and the general 
discontinuity of occupation around the middle of the 6th millennium, but closer inspection reveals 
less straightforward relationships. On available evidence, the spatial and diachronic representation 
of pit dwellings and related structures shows that pit dwellings do not represent a unified 
phenomenon, restricted to the second half of the 6th millennium, but that they appear in several 
spatio-temporal contexts. In the regional data sets, four phenomena may be distinguished: first, in 
Western Macedonia, pit dwellings are associated with initial sedentarization during Time Blocks 
I-II, e.g. at Paliambela Kolindrou and Revenia Korinos, and these round structures may compare 
to coeval findings from Hoca Çeşme IV (Özdoğan 2013). Such dwellings are followed by the local 
development of rectilinear surface-level architecture. Second, in the Marmara region, pit dwellings 
may represent alternative dwelling practices in specific environments during Time Block III, as 
suggested by pit or round dwellings from Fikirtepe sites on the Marmara coast, which are coeval 
to settlements with rectilinear architecture in the near vicinity. Third, the second half of the 6th 
millennium (Time Blocks V-VI) is associated with a higher number of pit dwelling sites, often in 
the form of short-term re-occupation of abandoned settlements. This suggests lesser architectural 
                                                 
 
231 Increased complexity of architectural forms from Time Block II to IV possibly went hand in hand with a longer 
life span of houses. Several excavators have suggested that 6th millennium houses were used for longer than a 
generation: for Hacılar II, Mellaart reported that walls of houses in the Western Sector were found slanting and 
sagging, which suggested to him that these houses were quite old when they burnt down (1970, 30), and he suggested 




elaboration, limited investment in settlement longevity, mobility, and perhaps the opportunistic 
use of such localities, for example in the Marmara region and in Western Macedonia. Fourth and 
finally, some ‘pit dwellings’ may represent something other than dwellings, such as rubbish areas 











                                                 
 
232 See Nikolov (2011) for an interpretation of Late Neolithic pit sites in the Balkans as special purpose sites associated 
with ritual practices. For the Struma Valley, we have seen that Lichardus-Itten (2006) argued, on the basis of the 
architectural evidence from Kovachevo, that ordinary pits and sub-floor spaces are often mistaken for pit dwellings. 
She called for a broad review of the evidence for pit dwellings in the Balkans, suggesting that in many cases, such 





Figure 10.12. Selected 6th millennium mud and wood houses from the Marmara Region, Western Macedonia, and the 







Figure 10.13. Selected 6th millennium (Early Chalcolithic) mud brick houses from the Anatolian study regions (Time 
Block IV). 
 
10.4.3 Communal buildings 
In published excavation results, the identification of ‘special buildings’ generally follows from a 
combination of construction practices (size and durability; architectural details such as large doors, 
partitions, niches, benches, floor treatment), domestic installations (or the lack thereof), and find 
assemblages, and sometimes the life history (long period of use; investment in maintenance; 
multiple vertically superimposed buildings). Because the identification of special buildings is more 
often based on a general impression of the excavators rather than on verifiable criteria, the idea of 
special buildings must be approached critically. Lichter (2014), for example, has rightly criticized 
the tendency of some archaeologists in Southeastern Europe to interpret every building out of the 
ordinary as a temple. Nonetheless, while some ‘special’ buildings may merely signify household 
specialization or the existence of individuals or households with a higher social status, others may 




variability in the architectural record can be appreciated, without assuming a priori the absence or 
presence of special buildings, and without overly focusing on ritual practices.  
Considering the evidence for special buildings in the study regions (Table 10.8), we have 
seen that the existence of special buildings is a subject for discussion in all regions. For Time 
Blocks I-II, buildings with red floors were excavated at Ulucak VI, Bademaǧacı ENI.8, Çukuriçi 
XIII, and Barcın VId1, and the similarity to red floors in Central Anatolia and the Levant (Özdoǧan 
and Özdoǧan 1998; Ç. Çilingiroǧlu and Çakırlar 2013) suggests that such buildings may have had 
a special status. Unfortunately, the lack of a wider settlement context for these red floor buildings 
prevents a good assessment of their role in these early settlements. For Time Blocks III-IV, special 
functions were proposed for several buildings at Late Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic sites in the Lake 
District (Umurtak 2008), as well as for buildings at Ege Gübre III, Çukuriçi X-VIII (Brami et al. 
2016), and Ulucak IVb (A. Çilingiroğlu et al. 2004, 25) in the Izmir Region. These buildings were 
not much larger than regular houses in these settlements, although they were on the larger end of 
the spectrum. Rather, their special function is derived from find assemblages, architectural details, 
and building history. Interestingly, these buildings generally contained a range of domestic 
installations (ovens, hearths) and evidence for food storage. In the two Southeast European study 
regions, buildings larger than 100 m2 were excavated, while such large buildings are entirely 
absent in Western Anatolia. These buildings, found at Mavropigi Filotsairi III and Nea Nikomedeia 
in Western Macedonia, and at Kovachevo and Galabnik in the Struma River Valley, date to Time 
Blocks III and IV, and, judging from their size in comparison to average houses, possibly represent 
community buildings rather than domestic dwellings. Unfortunately, the interiors of all of these 
buildings were poorly preserved – at Kovachevo, only a small hearth was found inside (Lichardus-
Itten 2014), while at Nea Nikomedeia and Mavropigi, interior finds were poorly preserved and 
published. For Galabnik, however, the presence of storage facilities was reported (Bakamska 
2007). 
Although I do not propose that all buildings listed here fulfilled similar functions in the 
settlement, several general trends can be identified for Time Periods III-IV. It seems that buildings 
more elaborate or larger than other buildings in the settlement were not uncommon, and such 
buildings may be associated with communal or centralized activities – perhaps connected to 
households with a special status. Especially at Höyücek Sh.P. and Bademaǧacı ENII.2, the 
connection between special buildings and food storage is convincing, and the quantity of food that 
could have been stored in these buildings exceeded the needs of a single household (Umurtak 2007 
and 2008; see 10.4). Communal food storage may also be proposed for large buildings in 
Southeastern Europe. Comparative evidence is provided by a well-preserved large building from 
Sofia Slatina (Nikolov 1989b), containing hearths, ovens, and a large number of storage bins. 
Rather than regarding these buildings as temples or shrines, I propose the centrality of economic 




While special structures dating to the second half of the 6th millennium (Time Blocks V-
VI) are few, given the limited number of settlements excavated, differentiation between domestic 
and communal structures can be recognized. An interesting phenomenon is formed by large pit 
structures excavated in the Struma Valley (Promachon Topolnitsa) and Western Macedonia 

















Hacılar VI III Q.5 66 
Building with a side room and interior 
partitions. Domestic installations.  Many 
figurines. 
Mellaart 1970 




Building with multiple entrances, sliding 
doors, a screened-off section containing 
special finds, and sub floor burials. 
Mellaart 1970 





Building with front rooms and a back room, 
containing a monumental oven-hearth 






3 and 4 
42, 
30 
Building with multiple entrances, with a side 
room (building 4) containing storage 
facilities and special finds 








Building with three rooms: 'living room', 















Two buildings with red plaster floors, 
evidence for wall painting. Interior hearths, 
no other installations or finds. 
Ç. Çilingiroğlu and 
Çakırlar 2013 
Ulucak Vb III 47 7 
Round structure associated with several 
figurine fragments and a puppy burial. 
Çevik and 
Vuruşkan 2015 
Ulucak IVb IV 8 30 
Centrally located building. No tools found; 
anthropomorphic vessel, evidence for wall 
painting. 
A. Çilingiroğlu et 
al. 2004 
Ege Gübre III III-IV DY1-DY6 52 
Building with multiple phases, practice of 
insertion 







Building with multiple phases, practice of 
insertion 














II 19 24 
Building with multiple entrances; floor of red 
pulverized material. No installations or finds. 




IV - 35 
Larger house in Central sector; multiple 
hearths; associated with an outdoor area 
with burials. 


















III 4 128 
Large building with multiple phases of 
occupation. 
Rodden et al. 







Large structure with three phases, 
developing from pit structure to surface 
level structure. 
Karamitrou-







200 Large pit structure. 
Karamitrou-
Mentessidi, 










III G-3383 126 
Large slightly trapezoidal building. Interior 









Large building with multiple phases; with 








Large pit structure, associated with the 





Table 10.8. Evidence for ‘special buildings’ compiled. 
 
10.4.4 Spatial distribution: domestic installations and storage facilities 
Settlements essentially consisted of houses, annex areas, open areas, and special buildings. These 
areas facilitated different kinds of activities. In a functional sense, an understanding of the 
relationships between households and the community at large may be based on the spatial 
distribution of domestic installations for food preparation and storage over these areas (Table 
10.9).  
In all study regions, it was shown that house interiors, despite their variable size, 
construction and preservation, generally contained domestic installations for food preparation and 
storage. The presence of some kind of pyrotechnical feature in indoor areas is attested from the 
earliest Neolithic in the study regions onwards. Early examples of indoor heating facilities include 
the round hearths of Ulucak VI and the fire pits at Barcın VIe (Time Block I). During later stages, 
the evidence for especially indoor domed or flat-topped ovens becomes omnipresent, with the 
standard presence of oven-hearth complexes in Late Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic settlements in 
the Lake District and Izmir Region (Time Block III-IV).233 In the Marmara Region, indoor flat-
topped ovens are found in Early Chalcolithic Ilıpınar VI, while (possibly) domed ovens were found 
at earlier Barcın VId1.  
Food processing facilities frequently found in indoor areas include grinding equipment, 
tables or platforms, and basins. Overall, there is an increase over time in the amount and sturdiness 
of such formal food processing installations. For example, grinding installations, consisting of a 
clay basin or platform with a fixed grinding slab, are found mostly during Time Blocks III and 
IV.234 Storage facilities such as clay-coated (basket) bins, fixed square containers, storage pits and 
storage pottery, are regularly associated with indoor areas, which suggests that domestic units 
stored food (see below). In this light, the apparent absence of indoor ovens and other clay 
installations in Early Neolithic Western Macedonia (Time Blocks II-III) may be mosly attributed 
                                                 
 
233 The earliest examples of indoor ovens date to around 6400 BCE, with examples from Bademaǧacı ENII.4-2 and 
Barcın VId1, and their presence becomes more frequent during the late 7th and early 6th millennium. In general, domed 
ovens predate flat-topped ovens, and the first appearance of flat-topped ovens differs between regions (Lake District: 
late 7th mill; Izmir region: early 6th mill; Marmara Region: c. 5700 BCE).  
234 The earliest example of a grinding installation was found at Bademaǧacı ENII.3, and later Anatolian examples 





to poor preservation. More evidence for indoor ovens, hearths, and (grinding) platforms was found 
in Middle Neolithic settlements such as Paliambela Kolindrou, Servia, and Sosandra (Time Block 
IV), and in contemporary settlements in the Struma Valley, such as Galabnik, Balgarchevo I and 
Mursalevo. 
Annex areas such as kitchen extensions, porches and fenced yards provided settings 
between the privacy of the house and the public setting of open areas. Since most evidence for 
formal annex areas comes from the Anatolian study regions (esp. Time Blocks II-IV), it seems that 
in these regions, household-scale semi-outdoor cooking played a larger role than in Southeastern 
Europe. Nonetheless, outdoor hearths and ovens were found at Nea Nikomedeia, Mavropigi III, 
and MN Servia as well, but these seem less clearly associated with individual households. 
While the association between domestic activities and relatively ‘private’ indoor and annex 
areas is apparent in all regions (Time Blocks I-IV), we have seen that evidence for food preparation 
and storage is also found in outdoor areas or buildings with a seemingly more communal character. 
In Anatolian settlements, open courtyards between houses seem to have served a range of 
functions, including domestic activities (shared ovens, outdoor work areas) and the penning of 
animals (cf. Schoop 2005) (see Table 10.9).235 We have seen that the early 6th millennium (Time 
Block IV) can be associated with increased economic pooling in Lake District settlements, with 
more evidence for shared storage facilities, ovens, and workshop areas in and around such open 
courts (see 5.4.1). In the Izmir Region, however, Ulucak IVb yielded little evidence for shared 
open spaces, apart from narrow ‘streets’ in between houses – but this can also be due to the 
selection of the excavated area, which lies in the center of the mound. Contemporary Yeşilova 
IV.1 shows houses grouped around an open area. Southeast European settlement plans of Time 
Block IV indicate a stronger emphasis on individual houses, with fewer spaces for communal use 
attested in the excavated settlements (e.g. Mursalevo, Galabnik), and domestic installations were 









                                                 
 















Ovens, hearths, platforms, 
grinding stones/installations 




Ovens, hearths, platforms, 
grinding stones/installations 
Storage bins - 
Höyücek Sh.P. III 
Flat-topped ovens, hearths, 
storage bins 
Storage bins, tables N/A 
Hacılar VI III 
Flat-topped and domed ovens 
and hearths, fire boxes, storage 
bins, basins 
Kitchen extensions: 






Flat-topped ovens, hearths, 
benches 
Front rooms with 
ovens 
Open courts with 
ovens, storage area 
Hacılar I IV 
Hearths, benches; no information 
on second storeys 
- 
Ovens in courts 











Ulucak VI I 
Small stone hearths, clean 
interiors 
- 
Hearths, ashy deposits, 
butchering waste, 
botanical remains 
Ulucak Vb-Va III 
Hearths, ovens, storage bins, 
platforms, grinding stones 
- No information 
Ulucak IVb IV 
Flat-topped ovens, hearths, 
platforms, grinding areas, storage 
bins/pithoi 
Fenced courtyards 
with hearths, grinding 
areas, bins 
Limited to streets; no 
installations. 












Barcın VIe I Ash pits, basket holder (?) - 
Areas with fire-cracked 
stones; basins with 
ashy fill 
Barcın VId1 II 




Shared open courts, no 
clear installations 
Ilıpınar X III 
Ovens, hearths, storage bins, 
grinding installations 
Storage bins, hearths Hearths 
Ilıpınar VI IV 
Flat-topped ovens, fixed storage 
silos, basket bins, grinding 
installations, tables 
Porches with hearths, 





IV Raised hearths 


















Hearth, grinding installation, fire 
pit 
Paved areas between 
houses 
N/A 
Sosandra MN III-IV 
Oven, storage pits, storage 
pithoi, grinding stones 
- N/A 
Servia MN IV Hearths, ovens, storage pithoi 







Galabnik I - 4 IV Ovens, bins, platforms  - N/A 
Balgarchevo I IV 
Flat-topped ovens, bins, grinding 
installations 
- N/A 
Mursalevo  IV Flat-topped ovens - N/A 




Changes in the kind of food preparation facilities found indicate, apart from changing 
relations between household and community or economic intensification, changes in food 
preparation practices. For example, the introduction of cooking pottery during the second half of 
the 7th millennium in Western and Northwestern Anatolia, changed preparation spectra and 
perhaps also the social settings of daily cooking (Thissen et al. 2010). The increasing evidence for 
formal grinding platforms may indicate an intensification of household-scale cereal processing, 
and may indicate inter-regional exchange of food preparation practices during the Anatolian Early 
Chalcolithic. And the shift from domed ovens to flat-topped ovens, seen across the study regions 
but at different dates, may signal related changes in cereal processing and bread baking (Van den 
Bos in press). 
Storage facilities are found in indoor areas, annex areas, open areas, and (presumably) 
communal buildings. The distribution of storage capacity over these locations can further 
illuminate economic relations between household and community. A basic starting point for 
assessing storage capacity is the idea that nuclear households largely dependent on cereals and 
pulses need about 750-100 kg on an annual basis, which translates into about 1000 liters of storage 
volume (e.g. Bogaard et al. 2009, 661; Umurtak 2007, 8). Actual storage capacity can only be 
evaluated on the basis of selected evidence, since storage in pits and in perishable containers such 
as sacks and baskets may have constituted an archaeologically invisible part of storage practices 
(Urem-Kotsou 2017; Filipović et al. 2018). Indeed, part of the reason that more storage facilities 
were found in the Anatolian settlements is the wider use of clay containers, and their good 
preservation due to settlement conflagrations. With these reservations in mind, the accumulated 
evidence from selected contexts across the study regions provides insight into trends in storage 
practices and potential storage capacities (Table 10.10).  
Evidence for household-level storage is found throughout the study regions and throughout 
time. The indoor storage capacities that can be reconstructed on the basis of preserved containers 
vary from several liters at Barcın VId1 and around 150 liters at Ilıpınar X, to over 1000 liters at 
Hacılar VI, Ilıpınar VI and Sosandra. The patchy nature of the evidence makes a pattern of 
increasing storage capacity through time difficult to substantiate, although on a local scale, such 
patterns have been proposed for e.g. Ilıpınar (phase X versus phase VI; Roodenberg 2012). Storage 
areas associated with open areas or communal buildings show much larger storage capacities, e.g. 
up to 6000 liters at Bademağacı EN.2, and several thousands of liters at Galabnik. These 
presumably shared storage facilities seem to have been an addition to, and not a substitute for, 
household-scale storage. Capacities exceed the needs of a single household, but they not seem to 
represent community-scale bulk storage. This emphasizes the dual importance of households as 


























Storage unit with 6 
fixed clay bins 






Inside room 4 
of multi-room 
building 3-4-5 
Storage unit with 12 
fixed clay bins 






In building 4 
Storage unit with 3 
fixed clay bins 










3 fixed clay bins with 
charred wheat 
60x60x60 cm per bin 700 liters 
Höyücek 
Sh.P. 
III House In building 2 2 fixed clay bins 
30x40 per bin, 
unknown height 
100s of liters 
Hacılar VI III House In house Q4 









Storage room with 3 
sunken grain bins 
Av. 100x50 cm per 











 Ulucak Vb III House In house 30 
11 round clay bins, 2 
rectilinear mud boxes 




Ulucak Va III House In house 23 
4 rectilinear bins and 
5 pottery vessels 
Bins: c. 50 x 50 cm 500+ liters 
Ulucak IVb IV House In house 13 
Storage pithoi and a 
wooden chest 












Barcın VId1 II House In structure 2a 
Wooden box (?) with 
charred lentils 
25X25 cm; unknown 
height 
10-20 liters 
Ilıpınar X III House 
In the 'Burnt 
house' 
Oval clay bin, pottery 
vessels 
Bin: 70 x 50 cm 150 liters 
Ilıpınar VI IV House 
Ground floor 
of house H13 
One fixed rectilinear 
silo, 30-40 basket 
bins and pottery 
vessels 
Silo: 110 x 70 cm 700 liters 
Ilıpınar VI IV House 
Ground floor 
of house H14 
Double fixed clay silo, 
basket bins, pottery 
vessels 











Mavropigi III III House In the houses 
Round storage pits, 
one or two per house 
N/A - 
Sosandra IV House In the house 
Two large storage 
pits, 11 pithoi 
pithoi: 40-130 liters; 














One large storage 
container 






IV House In Dwelling 1 
5 storage pithoi, c. 30 
pottery vessels 









10.5 Connecting scales: practice and long-term development 
Now that we have discussed long-term, medium-term, and short-term patterns in habitation, it is 
time to attempt to integrate these three timescales in order to compare the formation of Neolithic 
ways of life in the study regions. The primary starting point of this thesis is that multi-scalar 
perspectives can help us understand the interactive relationship between practice and long-term 
development, and as a result, illuminate the ways in which (transformations in) Neolithic ways of 
life related to the pattern and speed of trajectories of Neolithization. In order to further investigate 
the intersection between settlement organization (short-term), intergenerational habitation strategy 
(medium-term), and the formation of diachronic regional patterns (long-term), three strands of 
thought need to be connected. These are, first, ideas about the demographic development of early 
farming populations; second, migration theory; and third, ideas about the diachronic formation of 
settled landscapes by these populations through community formation and habitation practices.  
In a cross-cultural study on the formation of agrarian village societies in relation to 
population dynamics, Bandy (2008) employed a two-stage model for the Neolithic Demographic 
Transition (Bocquet-Appel 2002). In this model, Stage 1 follows the transition to agriculture, and 
consists of a millennium of demographic boom, with a population doubling time of around 50 
years,236 while Stage 2 consists of reduced growth rates and even decline, among others caused by 
disease and environmental deterioration. This scenario of boom and bust is comparable to the 
framework developed by Shennan (2009) and Shennan et al. (2013) for the Neolithization of 
Europe. Bandy showed that during Stage 1, the formation of “large village settlements”, with a 
population of more than 300 people and a size of over 3 ha, usually followed a period of initial 
settlement, during which a founder population experienced demographic growth, paired with 
changes in social organization.237  
While the formation of large settlements seems a logical outcome of demographic growth 
following initial pioneer settlement, in fact, the diachronic formation of communities depends on 
habitation practices and social organization, which can follow strategies ranging from aggregation 
to dispersion. In the scenario of aggregation, or non-fission, demographic growth leads to the 
growth of local communities. This leads to more ‘scalar stress’, defined as increasing social tension 
(e.g. difficulty in decision making and conflict resolution) as group size increases (Johnson 1982; 
Bandy 2004). Mechanisms for relieving scalar stress include the development of social hierarchy, 
integrative cultic practices, as well as (economic) specialization and interdependence (Drennan 
and Peterson 2008). Aggregation is, therefore, not only associated with the formation of large 
                                                 
 
236 This would mean that without factors such as immigration to and emigration from the community, a founder group 
of 10 people could grow out to be a large village community of 320 people in 250 years. 
237 A community size of 300 people corresponds to an often cited maximum for an egalitarian face-to-face village 
community (Düring 2006, 301-3; Bandy 2008), implying that when this threshold is passed, social differentiation and 




settlements, but also with some form of asymmetrical relations within the settlement. Increase in 
community size can, however, also be avoided. In the scenario of dispersion, the socio-economic 
challenges presented by demographic growth are resolved through community fission once a 
certain threshold in community size is reached, lessening the need for developing (local) social 
complexity (Bandy 2004 and 2008).  Aggregation and dispersion, as habitation strategies, are not 
a matter of either/or: it is possible that both scenarios alternated in time, with periods of increased 
fission alternating with periods of aggregation. Also, it is possible that both scenarios operated 
simultaneously, with demographic growth leading to both local growth and increased social 
complexity, and to the formation of new communities through a certain degree of fission, and 
perhaps to inter-community diversification in size, subsistence practices, mobility rate, and social 
organization (cf. Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen 2008). 
What kind of factors may have influenced these processes of aggregation and dispersion? 
In a social sense, the existence of strong social integrative mechanisms can lower the rate of 
community fission, since this creates a strong dependency of individuals and households upon the 
community at large. By contrast, a greater autonomy of social units (households) can work as a 
catalyst for community fission (Bandy 2008). In a broader economic sense, residential mobility 
through regular community fission can lead to an effective use of available resources and 
ecological niches, which may, in some contexts, increase the long-term viability of small-scale 
societies (cf. Belfer-Cohen and Bar Yosef 2000, 23-24).238 Overall, a process of increased 
settlement density through fission, paired with increased variability in the environmental context 
of settlements, can be also explanatory factors for differentiation between settlements, e.g. between 
larger and smaller communities, between communities occupying different niches in the 
landscape, and settlements with longer and shorter local histories (Shennan 2009). Fissioning, 
however, is not without cost. The cost of fissioning is dependent on the availability of suitable 
settlement locations, as well as on the presence of territorial entities. In case of hostilities, it is 
more likely that communities will prefer aggregation (Bandy 2004). 
Fission is essentially a form of residential mobility, and can therefore be considered as a 
form of migration. As Anthony (1990) pointed out, migratory moves are dependent on previous 
migratory moves, since migration depends on the availability of information, and choice of 
settlement location depends on existing settlement patterns. Integrating the idea of demographic 
boom with a general model for early farmer colonization, I propose that the formation of Neolithic 
landscapes occurred through, first, the initial appearance of pioneer groups; second, the growth of 
local and regional populations through increased fertility and migration streams following the 
information provided by pioneer occupations; and third, the development of dense regional 
                                                 
 
238 In a long-term perspective, this is compatible with the model of Ideal Free Distribution, which suggests a move 
from a restricted use of optimal ecological niches during stages of initial settlement by farmers, to diversification when 




settlement patterns, as a result of community fission and short-distance residential mobility. 
Therefore, it can be assumed that both long-distance and short-distance migration played a role in 
the formation of Neolithic landscapes.  
I have emphasized that I view Neolithization not as an event, but rather as a process with 
considerable time depth. This longitudinal approach to Neolithization leads to two further 
questions: can a uniform way to define the beginning and end of Neolithization processes be 
proposed? And next, how can differences between the study regions in the duration and character 
of Neolithization processes be identified and explained? Part of the answer to these questions can 
be found in the framework developed by Zvelebil (2001 and 2009) for delineating inter-regional 
differences in the speed and pattern of Neolithization. Zvelebil (2009) defined three formative 
stages: an availability phase, a substitution phase, and a consolidation phase. Through this three-
step Neolithization process, the subsistence economy of an indigenous hunter-gatherer population 
would gradually move from hunting-gathering to farming. The respective length of these stages 
would, then, be determined by the mechanisms of movement and contact in play, ranging from 
whole-sale colonization by farmers to the adoption of farming by hunter-gatherers through contact 
with farmers (Zvelebil 2001). Essentially, Zvelebil’s model promotes thinking about 
Neolithization as indigenous acculturation, rather than as exogenous colonization (cf. Whittle 
2010). 
While Zvelebil’s framework forms a good starting point for appreciating the length of, and 
variability in, Neolithization processes, on the scale of the Balkan-Anatolian zone, variability in 
the uptake of farming is seemingly not very pronounced (see Zvelebil 2009)239, and, more 
importantly, there is no clear evidence for transitional economies or farmer-forager interactions 
(see 2.2.2). Therefore, I propose some modifications to Zvelebil’s formative stages, in order to 
make it more fit for the study of the Neolithization of the Balkan-Anatolian zone. In this ‘farmers 
only’ perspective, I put emphasis on habitation practices rather than on subsistence economy 
(Table 10.11). Here, the availability phase is defined as the presence of Neolithic settlement in 
neighboring regions, the substitution phase is defined as a period of initial settlement, and the 
consolidation phase is defined as the development of a stable settlement system with village 
settlements and regional cultures. Following Bandy (2008), the speed with which ‘large 
settlements’ developed is seen as indicative for the size of founder populations, and can therefore 
illuminate the kind of Neolithization processes in play. 
  
                                                 
 
239 Indeed, Zvelebil considered the Neolithization of the Aegean and Balkans as a rather unproblematic case of 
colonization, while complex interactions between farmers and foragers were mainly placed in the Carpathian basin 











Zvelebil’s definition (2009, 699) Proposed definition 
Availability phase - “agricultural practices were developed 
or known within an essentially 
hunting-gathering community but not 
fully taken up” 
Presence of Neolithic 
settlement in 
neighboring regions, but 









“the substitution of foraging by 
farming” 
First appearance of 
Neolithic settlement; 
relationships with areas 
of origin; early 




“the first period of a fully agricultural 
existence and consolidation of 
agricultural practices” 
Development of durable 
settlements in regional 
landscape. 
 
Development of larger 
settlements, 
consolidation of regional 
and inter-regional 
networks 







- Abandonment of 
settlements; changes in 
settlement patterns and 
settlement longevity 
Recovery - - Renewed development 
of settled landscapes: 
increasing settlement 
density and longevity. 
Table 10.11. A stage-by-stage perspective on Neolithization 
 
The variability in the development of settled landscapes in the study regions (Table 10.12) 
suggests that the character and length of the ‘substitution phase’, i.e. the time period between initial 
settlement and the development of village-scale settlements with durable architecture, differed 
between regions. In the Anatolian study regions, the substitution phase of pioneer occupation 




Time Blocks III and IV only followed after several centuries of initial occupation during Time 
Blocks I and II. Of note is that, if the substitution phases of Western Anatolian regions and Western 
Macedonia are considered to have developed in parallel, the initial development of the Neolithic 
in Western Anatolia is associated with much more durable architecture than the earliest Neolithic 
in Western Macedonia. While Western Anatolian ‘pioneer’ settlements may have been small, 
investment in substantial buildings is one of the characteristics of Ulucak VI, Çukuriçi XIII, and 
Barcın VIe-VId1. In the Struma River Valley, the period between initial settlement and the 
emergence of a dense pattern of nucleated villages is quite short. In fact, it seems that (large) 
villages were present from the earliest Neolithic onwards, and that that the settlements we see 
during especially the ENIII period (5700-5500 BCE) were village-scale settlements from the 
outset. While this could represent a biased view due to the low archaeological visibility of 
settlements associated with the substitution phase, there is as of yet no reason to assume that the 
development of settled landscapes in the Struma Valley was a gradual, drawn-out process. This 
could indicate that the Neolithization of the Struma Valley was associated with a larger founder 
population than the Neolithization of Western Anatolia, and that a settled landscape consisting of 
village-scale settlements developed in a matter of decades rather than centuries.  
The exact transition from ‘substitution’ to ‘consolidation’ is rather arbitrary – and indeed, 
the archaeological record suggests that these stages were, overall, characterized by settlement 
continuity between initial and developed settlement. Nonetheless, the combined settlement 
evidence showed that the late 7th and early 6th millennium were associated with larger settlements, 
more durable architecture, and more densely settled landscapes in Western Anatolia and 
Southeastern Europe. An important observation is that these developments were accompanied by 
indications for an increase in evidence for inter-regional contact and mobility (see also 11.2). For 
example, all Anatolian study regions showed that along with local continuity of occupation, 
especially the early 6th millennium was a period of marked changes in architectural techniques, 
material culture, and settlement layout. While these changes seem to indicate changes in 
community organization associated with increased aggregation, larger community sizes (up to 
several hundreds of people), and most likely social differentiation, these developments may also 
be explained as the result of increased, or renewed, inter-regional contact. Indeed, the synchrony 
in 6th millennium development, centuries after the initial appearance of farming, suggests that 
inter-regional mobility led to the exchange of information and the mobility of populations. 
Interestingly, settlements themselves seem to play the role of a constant in this period of change: 
the data set hardly contains mud brick settlements founded in the early 6th millennium. Rather, 6th 
millennium settlements were building on the settled landscapes developed during the 7th 
millennium, either by using 7th millennium sites as the foundations for newly laid out mud brick 
villages, or by using former settlements as burial grounds. Indeed, this is an example of “ the past 
in the past” that seems to have played a significant role in the habitation practices of these 




I suggest that both the substitution and consolidation phase defined by Zvelebil fall within 
the period of demographic boom following the transition to farming – i.e., Bocquet-Appel’s (2002) 
and Bandy’s (2008) Stage 1.240 While the idea of the consolidation phase seems to be that this 
stage completed the Neolithization process and formed the beginning of a long period of sustained 
stability, the settlement record shows, rather, that a period of profound change followed the 
consolidation of Neolithic settled landscapes. The second half of the 6th millennium can be equated 
with Bandy’s Stage 2, and with Shennan’s demographic ‘bust’ (Shennan et al. 2013). For Time 
Block V, we have seen the absence of habitation in the Lake District and Izmir Region, as well as 
indications for restricted settlement longevity and the absence of durable architecture, perhaps 
indicating smaller and more mobile communities, in the Marmara Region, Western Macedonia, 
and the Struma Valley.  
 On the basis of the settlement data from Western Macedonia and the Struma River Valley, 
I suggest that the recovery of settled landscapes, in terms of settlement longevity and settlement 
density, started to take shape towards the end of the 6th millennium. For Time Block VI, the 
development of more diversified settled landscapes can be seen, with both large and small 
settlements and the settlement of a wider array of ecological niches in Western Macedonia and the 
Struma River Valley. In Western Macedonia, intra-regional diversification was recognized, with 
inland regions showing adaptation of architectural, settlement and subsistence practices to specific 
environments (lake and river sides), which contributed to the overall continuity of occupation 
during the second half of the 6th millennium. In the Struma Valley, intra-regional diversification 
was recognized as well, with settlements along the Struma river diverging from settlements in 
higher interior areas away from the river. I proposed changes in community organization (smaller 
communities) and in habitation strategies (e.g. higher rate of residential mobility, lesser investment 
in settlement longevity) on the basis of the thinner stratigraphies of these Late Neolithic inland 
settlements. Here it is worth pointing, again, at the possible biases in the regional data sets, with 
the scarcity or absence of Time Block V-VI habitation in the Anatolian regions at least in part due 
to archaeological practice. The patterns identified in Greece and Bulgaria suggest that if 
contemporary settlement in the Anatolian regions existed, different landscape zones need to be 
explored, and less stratified (i.e., less archaeologically visible) settlement is to be expected. 
Furthermore, if the proposed cultural discontinuity holds water, the recovery stage of the late 6th 
millennium can also be viewed as a substitution stage, forming the start of a new cycle in the 
development of settled landscapes by new groups of pioneers (see also 11.2.4). 
 
 
Table 10.12. Stages of development in the study regions. 
                                                 
 
240 Zvelebil (2001) was critical about the idea of demographic boom: in the archaeological record, he did not see 

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































In comparing the habitation histories of the five study regions (chapter 10), similarities and 
differences in the formation of Neolithic settled landscapes were identified, and these were related 
to mechanisms of Neolithization and interaction in these regions. In a larger-scale perspective, the 
study regions provide examples of regional habitation histories within the wider entity of the 
Balkan-Anatolian zone. In this chapter, therefore, these findings will be confronted with current 
ideas about Neolithization, both on the scale of the Balkan-Anatolian zone (section 11.2), and, 
zoomed out further, on the scale of Southwest Asia and Europe (section 11.3). In this discussion, 
I focus on two perspectives. First, on a comparative settlement perspective, developing ideas about 
the interrelations between Neolithic populations in Anatolia and Southeastern Europe, including 
origins, formation, mixing, merging, and divergence of cultural groups. How do patterns in the 
development of Neolithic settled landscapes found in chapter 10 compare to other regions of the 
Balkan-Anatolian zone? Did diachronic or inter-regional transformations in habitation practices 
take place, and if so, how did these transformations unfold? This will lead to a qualitative 
assessment of the development of Neolithic ways of life in the Balkan-Anatolian zone, which will 
gauge internal similarity and diversity.  
The second perspective, presented in 11.3, will focus specifically on the transformation of 
Neolithic ways of life between Southwest Asia and Europe. The variable formation of 
communities, and the relation between their social strategies and the formation of settled 
landscapes will be discussed. I will argue that ideas about the formation of early farming settlement 
patterns can help us understand qualitative changes in Neolithic ways of life, while such 
perspectives have to be continuously confronted with archaeological data in order to understand 
how general trends played out in particular settings. This line of reasoning is extended by arguing 
that the mechanisms of the spread of the Neolithic, as a farming economy, have to be understood 
as the outcome of the practices of Neolithic populations regarding social organization, habitation 
practices, and intergenerational strategies regarding settlement longevity and mobility. What was, 
in this sense, the transformative effect of the Balkan-Anatolian zone on the development and 






11.2 Settlement archaeology and the Neolithization of the Balkan-Anatolian zone in the 7th 
and 6th millennia 
11.2.1 The age of substitution: ‘pioneer’ groups in Western Anatolia and the Aegean (6800-
6500 BCE) 
In chapter 2, we have seen that current ideas about the initial dispersal of farmers into Western 
Anatolia and the Aegean involve the existence of several main routes. First, two inland routes, one 
connecting the Central Anatolian Plain to the Southeastern Marmara Region (e.g. Seeher 2011; 
Özdoǧan 2013) and another from Central Anatolia to Central West Anatolia via the river valleys 
of the Gediz and Büyük Menderes (Ç. Çilingiroğlu and Çakırlar 2013); and second a South 
Anatolian coastal route, connecting the Northern Levant to the Aegean via the Southern and 
Western Anatolian coast (Horejs et al. 2015; Arbuckle et al. 2014). These routes may have predated 
the Neolithic (cf. Thissen 2000b; Reingruber 2011a; Perlès et al. 2011; Sampson 2015), as 
Palaeolithic and Mesolithic exchange networks in the Aegean seem to have been partly 
contemporary with the early development of farming in Southwest Asia. This poses questions 
about the character of early 7th millennium ‘pioneer’ groups, attested in the Anatolian study 
regions: did the ‘pioneers’ of Bademaǧacı ENI, Barcın VIe, Ulucak VI and Çukuriçi XIII leap-
frog into relatively unknown territories? Did they continue to rely on their regions of origin? Or, 
alternatively, does this excavated settlement evidence only represent the first archaeological 
testimony for connections with a much longer history?  
 
 
Figure 11.1. Key sites in Anatolia and the Aegean: 6800-6500 BCE. 
 
Recent finds from Girmeler Cave in Southwestern Anatolia yielded evidence for late 9th –
early 8th millennium occupation by sedentary hunter-gatherers, as well as late 8th and 7th 
millennium Early Pottery Neolithic occupation (Takaoǧlu et al. 2014). The earliest occupation 




hearths, and basins. Girmeler can be seen as a settlement linked to two different interaction 
spheres: first, the sphere of the Central Anatolian pre-pottery Neolithic (Aşıklı, Boncuklu, 
Pınarbaşı; Özbaşaran 2011; Baird et al. 2018), and second the sphere of the Aegean Mesolithic 
(Sampson 2015). Chipped stone technologies display similarities to both spheres, while there is a 
striking absence of obsidian. The early occupation at Girmeler possibly provides comparative 
evidence for Hacılar aceramic, which, in this light, may date to a similar timeframe (E. Özdoğan 
2015; see chapter 5). After a hiatus in occupation, the Early Pottery Neolithic at Girmeler yielded 
several superimposed wattle-and-daub buildings with red terrazzo floors. While these remains are 
dated to the late 8th millennium by the excavators, the character of this settlement seems to parallel 
early 7th millennium Bademaǧacı ENI, Ulucak VI, and Çukuriçi XIII. Recent radiocarbon dates 
from domesticated seeds at the Franchthi Cave in the Peloponnese show the early 7th millennium 
appearance of farming groups in the Western Aegean (Perlès et al. 2013), which shows that early 
7th millennium networks may have extended further than previously assumed. 
The discovery of settlements dating before 6500 BCE questions the extent to which the 
Western Anatolian Neolithic should be framed as a derivative of a developed Central Anatolian 
Neolithic with great antiquity. In recent years, several researchers have developed the idea that 
there was a ‘time lag’ between the development and bloom of the Neolithic in Central Anatolia 
and the dissemination of the Neolithic into Western Anatolia and Southeastern Europe (Schoop 
2005a; Düring 2013; Brami 2014; Brami and Zanotti 2015). This line of thought is developed 
further into the idea that the westward dispersal of the Neolithic somehow related to the demise of 
the Central Anatolian Neolithic, which was associated with the social disintegration of close-knit 
clustered neighborhood settlements (e.g. Düring 2006 and 2013). There are several reasons why 
the idea of a time lag does not match recent insights into the dating and cultural connections of 
Neolithization processes during the first half of the 7th millennium. First, the dating of the 
Çatalhöyük sequence was recently revised (Bayliss et al. 2015), which now places the initial 
occupation of the site around 7100-7000 BCE, while the sequence of Early Pottery levels XII-VI 
was updated to the period 7000-6500 BCE. Although Çatalhöyük remains older than recently 
excavated settlements in the three West Anatolian study regions, the initial occupation of these 
settlements (6700-6600 BCE) falls within the Early Neolithic sequence of Çatalhöyük, and 
corresponds therefore to its bloom rather than to its demise.  
Second, recent genetic studies have suggested a certain level of discontinuity between the 
PPN and late PPN/early PN in Central Anatolia: the comparison of aDNA samples from PPN 
Boncuklu and EPN Tepecik-Çiftlik suggest genetic influx from the Levant during the late 
PPN/early PN (Kılınç et al. 2016; Feldman et al. 2019). The initial Neolithization of West 
Anatolian regions may, therefore, be placed in a broader framework of inter-regional mobility and 
change during the late 8th-early 7th millennium, which simultaneously affected the development of 
the Central Anatolian Neolithic. With late 9th millennium Girmeler as a parallel for the sedentary 




dependency of the development of the West Anatolian Neolithic on Central Anatolia becomes 
muddled. Furthermore, if Early Neolithic Çatalhöyük were part of a world which already extended 
towards the west and north, contacts with such communities may have had a transformative effect 
on its social development, perhaps accelerating the erosion of its close-knit social structure. 
Importantly, in the light of the growing indications for maritime exchange and inter-regional 
mobility, the role of (North) Levantine and Southeastern Anatolian populations in the formation 
of inter-regional connections during the 7th millennium is in need of re-appreciation (cf. Seeher 
2011; Horejs et al. 2015).241  
Returning to a settlement perspective, it is striking that the settlements of the earliest 
Neolithic populations attested in Western Anatolia, e.g. Barcın VIe, Çukuriçi XIII, and Ulucak VI, 
do not show convincing similarity to Central Anatolian construction techniques, settlement layout, 
and the interior organization of buildings. The VIe-VId1 houses of Barcın Höyük seem more 
comparable to the Late Neolithic architecture of the Lake District than to the conglomerated mud 
brick architecture of Early and Late Neolithic Çatalhöyük. Therefore, the origins of these 
populations may not directly lie in the Central Anatolian Neolithic, but may have had a greater 
complexity, and it is possible that direct ancestors, e.g. people inhabiting the periphery of the 
Central Anatolian plateau during the late 8th-early 7th millennium, are not yet known. Indeed, many 
regions of inland Anatolia have not yet seen intensive exploration and excavation. Recent 
excavation and survey results from the Upper Menderes region (SW Anatolia), for example, 
provide a spatial and cultural link between the Lake District and the Izmir Region (Abay 2011; 
Dedeoǧlu 2014). Such intermediaries may be found in the northern part of the plateau as well, e.g. 
at Keçiçayırı and Demircihöyük in the Eskişehir region (Seeher 2011; Efe, Gatsov and Nedelcheva 
2012), and most recently at Bahçelievler near Bilecik (Fidan and Küçükaydın 2020). Although 
these regions did not yet yield significantly earlier dates than the Marmara and Izmir regions, this 
suggests that leap-frogging pioneers may have operated in more close-knit networks than 
sometimes implied. Furthermore, it is evident that in Anatolia, the first half of the 7th millennium 
is associated with significant inter-regional diversity in settlement size, architectural practices, and 
community composition. Small, more mobile groups may have been part of this inherent diversity 
of socio-economic organization, just as much as the large aggregate settlement of Çatalhöyük. 
The extent to which the Western Aegean (Greece) was part of the pre-6500 BCE 
appearance of Neolithic groups is up for further research. In the Northern Aegean, traces of red 
painted plaster floors were found at Hoca Çeşme and possibly at Giannitsa B, suggesting 
connections to initial Neolithic practices in Western Anatolia, but these settlements date up to 
several centuries later than Ulucak VI and Çukuriçi XIII (6500-6400 BCE) (P. Chrysostomou p.c. 
                                                 
 
241 In this context, it is worth pointing to recent research into pressure flaking technologies. This technique is attested 





2016; Özdoğan 2013). The start of the Neolithic in Thessaly has been much debated in recent 
years, with renewed studies of old radiocarbon dates, pottery sequences and excavation data 
leading to a general updating of the earliest excavated settlement evidence (Thissen 2000b; 
Reingruber 2008; Reingruber and Thissen 2009). The problem is that there are no recent Early 
Neolithic excavation projects in the region. In light of new early radiocarbon dates in Central and 
Western Macedonia (see chapter 8; Maniatis 2014) and Thrace (Lespez et al. 2013), combined 
with the lack of clear architectural remains from early sites such as Mavropigi Filotsairi and 
Paliambela Kolindrou, an earlier horizon of poorly visible ‘pioneer’ occupation in Thessaly is to 
be expected as well (cf. Kotsakis 2014). This would restore Thessaly’s position as one of the 
regions in Greece where Neolithic ways of life developed around the middle of the 7th millennium.  
On the basis of material culture, researchers have argued for a Levantine origin of the Greek 
Neolithic rather than an Anatolian one (Demoule and Perlès 1993; Perlès 2001, 2003 and 2005), 
while the idea of an indigenous origin of the Greek Neolithic has been explored as well (Kotsakis 
2001; Séfériades 2007). Perlès (2003) rightly pointed out that the material culture parallels 
between the Greek and Levantine Neolithic seem selective, in the sense that some elements show 
close resemblance, while others do not or are missing entirely. She proposed that this is due to the 
kind of colonization processes in play, with island-hopping and leap-frog colonization by small 
groups of adventurous individuals originating in the PPNB of the Levant, not preserving the entire 
material culture package of their home populations. The recent settlement evidence from Western 
Anatolia, and the idea of both coastal and inland interaction spheres, brings this discussion to a 
new level. The rejection of Anatolia as an area of origin for the Greek Neolithic was largely based 
on an image of Anatolia as an undifferentiated whole, identified mostly with the Central Anatolian 
Neolithic, and even more narrowly, with Çatalhöyük (cf. Thissen 2010, 269). This image should 
be replaced by a model incorporating multiple interaction routes between regions of the Levant, 
Anatolia, and the Western Aegean, in which settlement evidence and material culture from the 
South and West Anatolian coast provides parallels for the earliest Greek Neolithic.242  
In conclusion, the first half of the 7th millennium shows that both leap-frog colonization 
and more gradual forms of dispersion can be found in Balkan-Anatolian zone, and it should be 
emphasized that the success of leap-froggers was determined, at least in part, by the connections 
they maintained with regions of origin. Nonetheless, the impression is that many regions in 
Western Anatolia and the Aegean were settled more or less simultaneously, which does not seem 
compatible with a gradual demic diffusion process (cf. Anthony 1990). 
  
                                                 
 
242 See for example Caneva (2012) for the 7th millennium occupation of Mersin Yumuktepe near Adana. Yumuktepe 
was part of a string of coastal settlements with cultural affiliation with the Levant, and yielded evidence for contact 




11.2.2 The development of settlements and settled landscapes: 6500-6200 BCE 
Continuity of occupation at ‘pioneer settlements’ during the period 6500-6200 BCE, attested in 
the study regions, has shown the consolidation of these communities in terms of subsistence 
practices, settlement layout and architecture, craft activities, and material culture. Most likely, 
local and regional communities in Western Anatolia and the Aegean grew in the centuries after 
6500 BCE through increased fertility and follow-up migration, although this has proven difficult 
to substantiate on the basis of the available settlement evidence (see 10.5). This stage is 
contemporaneous with the Çatalhöyük V-II phases (Düring 2006, 146; Marciniak et al. 2015), but 
none of the West Anatolian and Aegean settlements display clear similarity to the construction 
techniques and settlement organization of the Central Anatolian Late Neolithic. Rather, Western 
Anatolian settlements dating to the timeframe 6500-6200 BCE are more similar to each other than 
to the Central Anatolian Neolithic (see Figure 11.2). Nonetheless, the second half of the 7th 
millennium has recently been identified as a period of important socio-economic changes at 
Çatalhöyük, which, while remaining a large settlement, reduced in size and developed a less tight-
knit social structure (Baird 2002; Düring and Marciniak 2006; Marciniak and Czerniak 2007; 
Marciniak et al. 2015). In comparison, the contemporaneous development of settled landscapes in 
Western Anatolia shows the growth of local communities, bringing the two extremes from the 
previous period (aggregate settlement versus small pioneer group) closer together. It seems 
reasonable to propose that during the second half of the 7th millennium, the maturation of Neolithic 
communities in Western Anatolia and the Aegean contributed to the development of a more equal 
playing field, in which large settlements such as Çatalhöyük no longer took center stage. 
 







11.2.3 Consolidation, interconnectivity and parallel development: 6200-5600 BCE 
After the development of permanent occupation in Western Anatolia and the Aegean from a 
substratum of initial pioneer occupations, the late 7th millennium presented a period of change and 
increased interconnectivity. Özdoǧan (2014a, 37) suggested that most settlements in the Aegean 
and the Southern Balkans occupied during the late 7th-early 6th millennium were new foundations, 
which is compatible with his narrative of a Second Wave of migration from Central Anatolia to 
Southeastern Europe starting around 6200 BCE. He connects the appearance of these settlements 
to a “massive new endemic movement (…) originating from the Central Anatolian Plateau” 
(Özdoğan 2013, 197).  
In favor of this scenario is that the period 6200-5900 BCE seems one of increased 
settlement density in Western Anatolia and the Aegean, and shows the initial appearance of 
settlements in the Southern Balkans – and this set the stage for the further spread of the Neolithic 
way of life to the Central Balkans during the first half of the 6th millennium (see Figure 11.3). For 
the study regions, we have seen that the number of settlements increased significantly, combined 
with the increased durability of architecture and some evidence for local community growth. In 
culture-historical terms, the Proto-Sesklo culture in Greece and the Proto-Starčevo culture in the 
Southern Balkans are roughly contemporary to the Fikirtepe culture in the Marmara region and 
Hacılar VI-II in the Lakes District, which corresponds to the transition between the Late Neolithic 
and the Early Chalcolithic in the Anatolian chronological system, the ENIII-MNI periods in 
Greece and the ENI-II periods in Bulgaria. The similarities between settlements in the study 
regions during this stage include the construction of freestanding mud-and-wood houses in the 
Marmara and Izmir Regions, as well as in Western Macedonia and the Struma Valley. In Thessaly, 
fragmentary remains of rectilinear mud-and-wood houses were found at Achilleion (Gimbutas 
1974a) and Early Neolithic Sesklo (Souvatzi 2008a, 78). In North Macedonia, Early Neolithic 
settlements such as Anza and Vrsnik display similar building techniques as well (Gimbutas 1974b; 






Figure 11.3. Key sites in Anatolia and Southeastern Europe: 6200-5900 BCE. 
 
The study of local and regional settlement sequences, however, nuances the idea that the 
changes of the late 7th millennium were solely brought about by a wave of long-distance migration. 
First, the settlement record shows local continuity of occupation at many sites in Western Anatolia 
and the Aegean. Second, from a data perspective, the question is to what extent the apparent 
increase in the number of settlements is the result of increased archaeological visibility (cf. 
Kotsakis 2014; Çevik and Abay 2016). And third, an increase in settlements may also have been 
caused by intra-regional population growth and intra-regional expansion of settlement originating 
from ‘pioneer’ settlements, which is compatible with a scenario of demographic boom during the 
centuries after the introduction of farming (Bandy 2008). Indeed, in 10.5, I proposed that the 
infilling of landscapes during the second half of the 7th millennium was mainly through processes 
of community fission and short-distance relocation, leading to the formation of regional networks 
of mother and daughter communities. 
Pottery and material culture studies have shown that changes in material culture packages 
towards the end of the 7th millennium in Western Anatolia and Greece, including the increasing 
dominance of red-slipped pottery and the introduction of painted decorations in the Lake District, 
Thessaly, Macedonia, and the Southern Balkans (Schubert 1999; Ç. Çilingiroğlu 2009b), occurred 
within local and regional sequences of continuity in pottery development, e.g. at Hacılar in the 
Lake District (Thissen 2010) and at Mavropigi Filotsairi and Paliambela Kolindrou in Macedonia 
(Urem-Kotsou et al. 2014 and 2017). In Western Anatolia, painted decorations are conspicuously 
absent (Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2009b), emphasizing inter-regional variability. Altogether, a more 
interactive perspective on the transformation of late 7th millennium communities seems to fit the 
data better than the idea of endemic movement and replacement. Evidence for exchange between 
regional populations is for example provided by Impressed wares, which are used by Ç. 




(Reingruber 2011a; Perlès et al. 2011; Horejs et al. 2015). In the Marmara region, material culture 
shows an increase in relationships between the Southern and Southeastern Marmara, interpreted 
by Karul (2011) and Özdoǧan (2013) as the merging of two spheres of influence (see chapter 7). 
Again, material culture parallels may be explained as the result of interaction between settled 
communities, rather than of unidirectional migration (e.g. Urem-Kotsou et al. 2017). Altogether, 
for the later stages of the 7th millennium, the continuation and development of inland and coastal 
interaction spheres can be postulated: Aegean maritime routes connected both Western Anatolia 
and the Greek mainland to the Cyclades, and these maritime connections seem to have been 
increasingly paired with inland exchange on both sides of the Aegean, leading to the further spread 
of Melian obsidian to settlements not directly connected to the sea (Perlès 2005; Perlès et al. 2011; 
Horejs et al. 2015). 
Returning to the idea of a massive, endemic movement from Central Anatolia as the main 
cause of changes in settlement patterns, material culture and networks towards the end of the 7th 
millennium: is there supporting evidence for this scenario in the habitation history of the Central 
Anatolian Plateau? Several studies have shown that the turn of the millennium was marked by 
major changes in both regional and local sequences, with settlement abandonment (Çatalhöyük 
East) and new settlement foundations (Çatalhöyük West), as well as changes in settlement layout 
(e.g. Köşk Höyük; Öztan 2012). While these changes were initially interpreted as the result of 
cultural discontinuity, with the foundation of the Çatalhöyük West Mound placed several centuries 
after the abandonment of the East Mound, recent research at both mounds revealed a temporal 
overlap of up to two centuries (Biehl et al. 2012; Marciniak et al. 2015). This allows for 
reconstructing a gradual process of community segmentation and settlement relocation during the 
late 7th-early 6th millennium (Biehl et al. 2012; Orton et al. 2018; Anvari et al. 2017). Furthermore, 
regional survey shows increased settlement density in the region (Baird 2002). While these 
patterns are compatible with socio-economic change, including the development of smaller 
communities (a less centralized settlement system), economic diversification (the exploitation of 
a wider range of ecological niches), and possible hierarchy (inter-settlement diversification), it is 
not compatible with the substantial demographic collapse needed in the narrative of westward 
migration after 6200 BCE. Rather, the patterns found seem more compatible with demographic 
growth, economic prosperity, the intensification of inter-regional connections, and changes in 
social organization.   
While all this suggests a greater degree of continuity between the middle and late 7th 
millennium than proposed by the ‘massive endemic movement’ scenario, the initial development 
of Neolithic settlement in Bulgaria and other parts of the Southern Balkans can be synchronized 
with the Second Wave, and the short ‘substitution phase’ identified for the Struma Valley in 10.5 
seems to suggest a substantial founder population rather than small groups of pioneers. At 
Kovachevo, the excavators have attributed an ‘Anatolian’ character to the material culture 




practices of the Early Neolithic settlements in Bulgaria, however, show little resemblance to the 
construction techniques and settlement plans of the Central Anatolian Late Neolithic and Early 
Chalcolithic, instead showing similarities to late 7th millennium settlements in Western Anatolia 
and the Aegean. This suggests that Balkan settlements developed from an earlier, 7th millennium 
divergence of Central Anatolian on the one hand, and Western Anatolian and Aegean settlements 
on the other, rather than from a direct population movement from Central Anatolia to the Balkans 
around the beginning of the 6th millennium.243  
Following the changes of the late 7th millennium, the first half of the 6th millennium (5900-
5600 BCE) can be seen as a period of heightened interactivity and mobility, as well as of the 
consolidation of durable settlements (see Figure 11.4). Neolithic settlements appeared in the 
Southern and Central Balkans (Starčevo-Cris-Körös cultures, Karanovo I and II), and Neolithic 
populations spread westward towards the Adriatic, Italy, and the Western Mediterranean in a 
maritime expansion process (Guilaine and Manen 2007; Rowley-Conwy 2011). In Greece, this 
was the period of the Sesklo Culture (Middle Neolithic I and II), which is associated with larger 
and more monumental settlements and a broad material culture package (Perlès 2005; Souvatzi 
2008a, 76ff). For Western Anatolia, we have seen that the Early Chalcolithic generally shows local 
continuity of occupation, combined with qualitative changes in architectural practices and 
settlement layout, indicating community growth and inter-regional contact. Contemporary 
settlements in Central Anatolia, such as Çatalhöyük West, Can Hasan I 3 and Erbaba, display 
similarities to these mud brick villages in construction techniques and settlement organization 
(Düring 2006; Anvari et al. 2017). The most striking similarity is the buttressed architecture, also 
found in the Lake District and Marmara Region (see chapter 10; Biehl et al. 2012, 57).  
 
                                                 
 
243 See Yakar (2016) for a nuanced review of the idea of the Neolithization of the Balkans should be understood as an 
endemic movement from (Central) Anatolia. Yakar proposes a more limited role for endemic movement and a greater 






Figure 11.4. Key sites in Anatolia and Southeastern Europe: 5900-5600 BCE. 
 
These parallel developments in the durability of architecture and planned settlements, as 
well as the evidence for a significant degree of change after 6000 BCE, indicate that the early 6th 
millennium constituted a phase of heightened interconnectivity between Anatolian regions, setting 
Anatolia in some ways apart from developments in Northern Greece and the Balkans, where 
settlements with freestanding mud and wood architecture remained the norm for the centuries to 
follow. Within this contrast between Anatolian and Southeast European settlements during the 
early 6th millennium, an exceptional position is taken by settlement evidence from Central and 
Southern Greece. In Thessaly, several Middle Neolithic settlements such as Tsangli and Otzaki 
(Lichter 1993, 23-4) yielded mud brick houses with interior buttresses, similar to contemporary 
houses in Western Anatolia (Ilıpınar VI and Aktopraklık B), while Sesklo’s Middle Neolithic 
architecture shows close similarities to the architecture of Ulucak IVb (Nanoglou 2001; Derin 
2005; Souvatzi 2008a, 76-106).244 Recent results from excavations at Kouphovouno in the 
Peloponnese (Southern Greece) included evidence for a large settlement founded during the 
Middle Neolithic (5800 BCE), with conglomerated houses with stone foundations (Cavanagh, Mee 
and Renard 2004). Perlès (2005) proposed that after a phase in which the Thessalian Neolithic 
mainly interacted with the Levant through maritime colonization and exchange, the Middle 
                                                 
 
244 Especially Sesklo’s House 11-12, a two-room rectilinear mud brick structure, appears very similar to houses at 
Ulucak IVb. See for images, Souvatzi 2008a, 78-80. The use of mud brick has not been attested in regions north of 
Thessaly – with the Middle Neolithic settlement of Paliambela Kolindrou in Northern Pieria, and perhaps Anza in 




Neolithic saw a greater Anatolian influence on Thessaly. She argued that this influence was mainly 
indirect, with Anatolian practices reaching Greece from the north, from the Balkans, rather than 
directly from Anatolia. The mud brick architecture, however, does not have Balkan parallels; it 
seems more likely that direct contacts with and population movement from Western Anatolia were 
behind these changes in habitation practices.  
Despite variability among Anatolian and Southeast European settlements during the early 
6th millennium, close relationships between Neolithic communities throughout the Balkan-
Anatolian zone can be postulated on the basis of the many pottery and material culture parallels 
(e.g. Ç. Çilingiroǧlu 2005; Lichter 2005 and 2011; Schwarzberg 2006).245 Increasing similarity 
between pottery assemblages also included technological aspects, e.g. seen in the introduction of 
cooking and storage pottery and dairying in MN Greece (Debono Spiteri et al. 2016), after dairying 
had already been practiced in Anatolia for centuries. Early 6th millennium settlements show a peak 
in the amount and diversity of material culture, which suggests an increased complexity of resource 
procurement and exchange. Scholars interpreted the surge in material culture as evidence for 
increased prosperity (e.g. Derin 2012b), or suggested intensification of agrarian production (e.g. 
Roodenberg 2012). Overall, the first centuries of the 6th millennium show the bloom of settled 
communities in Western Anatolia and Southeastern Europe alike, with long-term material 
connections between communities, settlements, and landscapes. 
 
11.2.4 Disruption, collapse, and recovery: the second half of the 6th millennium BCE 
All study regions showed that the middle of the 6th millennium was a period of important changes 
in settlement sequences and habitation practices (see chapter 10), and disruptive changes can be 
found in other regions of the Balkans and Anatolia as well. The last centuries of the 6th millennium 
seems to have been the start of a new era, associated with culture-historical changes such as the 
Central Balkan shift from the Starčevo to Vinča Culture, the development of the Carpathian and 
Central European Linear Band Keramik, the Aegean Late Neolithic Dimini Culture, and the start 
of the Anatolian Middle Chalcolithic. While most research concerning these transitions have been 
pottery-based (e.g. Demoule et al. 1988; Schoop 2011; Whittle et al. 2016), it is in the realm of 
habitation practices and regional habitation histories that striking shifts can be observed, including 
the abandonment of (long-term) settlements and indications of a period with settlements with 
limited longevity around the middle the the 6th millennium, followed by the development of new 
types of settled landscapes towards the end of the 6th millennium. 
An example is provided by the Central Balkans, where the transition from Late Starčevo 
to Early Vinča was not only associated with new pottery styles, but first and foremost with the 
                                                 
 
245 Others have pointed at the stylistic variability between regional pottery assemblages (e.g. Schubert 1999; Perlès 




disruption of local occupation histories, and with changes in settlement types and the organization 
of the landscape. Vinča settlement systems seem to have been based on a different concept of 
dwelling than Starčevo settled landscapes, with more evidence for nucleated settlements, durable 
domestic architecture, and extended settlement longevity (Parkinson and Gyucha 2012). Another 
example is Thessaly, where the LNI period is marked by settlement relocations (Johnson and 
Perlès 2004, 71-3). At Sesklo, this transition is represented by a hiatus between the destroyed 
Middle Neolithic and the Late Neolithic settlements, with major changes in architectural layout, 
comparable to the new settlement foundation at Dimini (Souvatzi 2008a, 78-80). Furthermore, the 
transition from Middle to Late Neolithic in Greece is associated with inter-regional diversification 
in subsistence economies, associated with the settlement of a wider range of landscapes (Demoule 
and Perlès 1993, 387-90). 246 
For Anatolian regions, patterns of abandonment and reoccupation are less straightforward, 
since settlement evidence dating to the centuries after the abandonment of Early Chalcolithic 
settlements is limited – for many regions, it is simply not known what happened during the second 
half of the 6th millennium.247 Indeed, Düring (2011) observed a lack of knowledge about the 
Anatolian Middle Chalcolithic, which he attributed to insufficient scholarly attention, as well as to 
changes in habitation practices. He proposed that settlements during the Middle Chalcolithic had 
a much more temporary character, which would have resulted in a lower archaeological 
visibility.248 While the picture is far from complete, recent results from several Anatolian regions 
contribute to a growing understanding of (dis)continuity between the first and the second half of 
the 6th millennium (see Figure 11.5).249 On the Northwest Anatolian coast, several sites in the 
Troad have yielded deposits dating to the second half of the 6th millennium, which shows that 5th 
millennium settlements such as Kumtepe and Beşik-Sivritepe developed from a pre-existing 
regional tradition, which was distinct from the Late Neolithic/Early Chalcolithic occupation. At 
Gülpınar (Takaoğlu 2016), there was a hiatus between the Neolithic occupation at the site, dated 
to around 6000 (Gülpınar I) and the start of the Middle Chalcolithic occupation around 5320 BCE 
(Gülpınar II). The Gülpınar II settlement is characterized by conglomerated architecture with stone 
                                                 
 
246 The transition from the Sesklo Culture of the Middle Neolithic to the Dimini Culture of the Late Neolithic I is often 
presented as a development in social organization, from a less hierarchical to a more hierarchical social structure, 
rather than the result of cultural discontinuity and population replacement (cf. Halstead 1995; Nanoglou 2001; contra 
Souvatzi 2008a, 78).  
247 For Central Anatolia, there is very little evidence for habitation during the third quarter of the 6th millennium, after 
the abandonment of Early Chalcolithic settlements such as Çatalhöyük West, Kösk Höyük II and Tepecik-Çiftlik III 
(Baird 2002; Düring 2011). 
248 See Eslick (1980, 13) for similar observations on Middle Chalcolithic settlement and pottery in the Elmalı Plain in 
Southwest Anatolia. 
249 An exception may be formed by Can Hasan, where the 2A phase is characterized by polychrome painted pottery 
(Schoop 2011; E. Özdoğan 2015). On the South Anatolian coast, Yumuktepe yielded an uninterrupted sequence, with 




foundations, and shows a plan quite dissimilar to earlier Western Anatolian village plans.  In the 
same area, there is evidence for occupation at Hoca Çeşme I and Uǧurlu III (Erdoğu 2013 and 
2017). These sites provide evidence for the reoccupation of older settlements, and in both cases, 
there are no clear settlement remains.250 In the inland Anatolian region of Porsuk, several 
prehistoric mounds were found during field surveys in the 1980s, including Kes Kaya, Kanlıtaş 
and Asmainler (Efe 1989/1990, 2000), and excavations at Orman Fidanlığı were carried out in the 
1990s (Efe 2001).251 Hardly any architectural remains were found at Orman Fidanlığı, making the 
habitation practices of this community rather unclear. Preliminary results from recent excavations 
at nearby Kanlıtaş indicate that the site was founded around 6000 BCE, and that it was occupied 
throughout the 6th millennium, which will potentially illuminate the level of continuity during the 
6th millennium (Türkcan 2015). 
 
 
Figure 11.5. Key sites in Anatolia and Southeastern Europe: 5600-5000 BCE. 
 
While patterns of abandonment, reoccupation, and change are apparent in these Anatolian 
regions, the explanatory framework for these developments needs further elaboration. Located in 
between the Balkan and the Anatolian realm, Aşaǧı Pınar in Turkish Thrace is a key site for 
understanding the inter-regional context of these processes of continuity and change, since the 
occupation sequence of the site spans the entire 6th, as well as the early 5th millennium. The early 
                                                 
 
250 The excavator argued that Uǧurlu III displays material culture links with the Karanovo III culture of Bulgarian 
Thrace (Erdoğu 2013). 
251 Efe (2001) reported evidence for continuity in pottery development during the period corresponding to Ilıpınar VI 




phases of the settlement, AP7-AP6 (c. 6000-5600 BCE), are represented by an ‘Anatolian’ type of 
village, with agglutinated row architecture (Eres and Özdoǧan 2012; Özdoǧan 2013, 183-90), as 
well as a material culture assemblage similar to Hoca Cesme IV-III and Western Anatolian LN-
EC assemblages.252 AP6 pottery shows growing similarity to Karanovo I assemblages, while its 
architecture and settlement organization remained more ‘Anatolian’ (Eres and Özdoǧan 2012). 
After the AP6 village burnt down around 5600/5500 BCE, there seems to have been a hiatus in the 
occupation of the site, which was followed by possible evidence for pit dwellings during the 
recently identified AP5-6 transition, dated somewhere between 5500 and 5350 BCE (Özdoǧan 
2013). This sequence seems very similar to those of Ilıpınar and Aktopraklık B. The subsequent 
development of AP5-AP2 is different and yielded abundant evidence for freestanding mud and 
wood houses, with architectural styles going through a process of transformation towards 
increasingly long houses, following the architectural development of the Karanovo III and IV 
periods (Karul 2003). This sequence of occupation suggests that during the occupation history of 
the site, significant changes in the cultural connections of the local community took place, and that 
a shift from an Anatolian ‘origin’ to Balkan connections was in play.   
The re-arrangement of connections between Anatolia and the Balkans during the late 6th 
millennium is further supported by the similarity between Middle Chalcolithic Anatolian and 
Balkan Vinča pottery assemblages (Schoop 2011).253 The formation of these similarities needs 
further study; Whittle et al. (2016), in a detailed chronological review of Vinča pottery 
development, rightly reject explanatory frameworks which simplistically search for origins based 
on a narrow view of certain pottery characteristics. Rather, Whittle et al. argue that both external 
influence and the local and regional circumstances of the Vinča area should be taken into 
consideration. The resultant framework, which acknowledges the crucial contribution of 
population movement, presents the period 5400-5300 BCE as a period of heightened mobility and 
material change, which is associated with both the development of the “Vinča network” and with 
the spread of the early LBK from the Northern Balkans to Central Europe (Whittle et al. 2016, 40-
2; Oross and Bánffy 2009).  As I do not aim to discuss the origins and formation of LBK and Vinča 
cultural elements here in detail, it suffices to say that the late 6th millennium heralded a new stage 
in the connections between Anatolia, the Aegean and the Balkans, and that population movements 
and changes in habitation practices were involved. The tendency is to frame cultural changes of 
                                                 
 
252 For the earliest settlement phase excavated, AP8 (thought to date before 6000 BCE), architectural evidence is not 
yet available (Özdoǧan 2013). 
253 Schoop (2011) shows that pottery from Gelveri-Güzelyurt in Central Anatolia displays similar stab-and-drag 
decorations as Vinča pottery. Other Anatolian settlements yielding such pottery include Köşk I, Tepecik-Çiftlik II, 
and Gülpınar II. See also Özdoğan (1993), Efe (2000), Schoop (2005), and Garasanin (2000) for late 6th millennium 
connections between Anatolia and the Balkans. Naumov (2016, 183-4) observed that North Macedonian pottery 
commonly referred to as Vinča pottery, in fact displays stylistic similarity to Late Neolithic/Early Chalcolithic pottery 




the late 6th millennium as either population continuity or the immigration of new-comers, while it 
is more likely that this period was associated with new forms of interconnectivity after a stage of 
disruption, sparking exchange of material culture and ideas on the one hand, and population 
movement on the other. Indeed, human mobility can be said to be both a causal factor and a result 
of interconnectivity.  
While the disruption of local and regional settlement sequences unites Anatolia, coastal 
areas of the Western Aegean, and the Southern and Central Balkans, regions with fewer indications 
for disruption can be found in inland Western Macedonia and neighboring regions. Examples of 
settlements showing continuity of occupation from the early to the late 6th millennium include 
Avgi and Dispilio in Kastoria, as well as wetland settlements in Pelagonia (North Macedonia) 
(Naumov 2013, 2016). In these regions, Neolithic settlement seems to have adapted successfully 
to wetland environments, and attests the diversification of mud-and-wood building techniques, 
with evidence for wooden floors, raised (pile) dwellings, and diversification in building size 
(Naumov 2013). Recent results from Southern Greece also show a gradual development from 
Middle to Late Neolithic, exemplified by the continuous sequence of Kouphovouno in Laconia 
(5800-5000 BCE), including a transitional phase between Middle and Late Neolithic strata dating 
to the period 5500-5350 BCE (Mee, Cavanagh and Renard 2014). It seems, therefore, that although 
the middle of the 6th millennium presented changes in habitation practices across the Balkan-
Anatolian zone, the extent of these changes differed between regions.  
Combining these findings with the patterns found in the study regions, I propose that two 
stages can be distinguished during the second half of the 6th millennium, both in Anatolia and 
Southeastern Europe (see Table 11.1). The first stage is formed by is the short-term resettlement 
of settlements abandoned during the period 5700-5500 BCE, indicating the appearance of new 
(migrant) populations.254 The fact that this habitation is widely reported is partly caused by a bias 
in archaeological research, because if such settlements would not have been located on top of 
earlier long-term settlements, these would probably have never been found or excavated. A larger 
portion of such short-term settlements, consisting of hut-like structures, may not overlie earlier 
settlements. The second stage is formed by the foundation of new nucleated settlements with 
continuity into the 5th millennium, from around 5350 BCE onwards.255 These settlements show 
remarkable inter-regional diversity, with the Thracian Karanovo III-type settlements distinct from 
Aegean Dimini-type settlements and Central Balkan Vinča settlements. This leaves a significant 
period, c. 5500-5350, with hardly any settlement activity attested across large parts of Western 
Anatolia, the Aegean, and the Southern Balkans, strengthening the idea of cultural discontinuity 
between these stages.  
                                                 
 
254 Examples include Ilıpınar VB, Aktopraklık B late, Ulucak III, Aşaǧı Pınar 5-6, and Kovachevo II. 




 Disruption: c. 5700-5600 BCE 
Resettlement (short-
term): c. 5600-5400 BCE 
Start of a new era: after 
5350 BCE 
Central Anatolia 
Abandonment of Çatalhöyük 
West, Köşk Höyük III 
N/A Köşk Höyük I 
Lake District 
Abandonment of Hacılar IB, 
Kuruçay 7, Höyücek MA 
Hacılar IC/D? N/A 
Izmir Region 
Abandonment of Ulucak IVa, 
Yeşilova IV.1 
Ulucak III N/A 
Marmara Region 
Abandonment of Ilıpınar VA, 
Aktopraklık B middle 
Ilıpınar VB; 




Burning of Aşağı Pınar 6 
Hoca Çeşme II 
Aşağı Pınar 5/6 transition Aşağı Pınar 5-2 
Bulgarian Thrace End of Karanovo II Karanovo II-III transition Karanovo III-IV 
Northwest 
Anatolian Coast 
End of Gülpınar I? 









Sesklo LN; Dimini 
Struma Valley 
Burning of Kovachevo Id 








New settlements, Southern (Thessalian) influence (e.g. 
foundation of Servia). Continuous development of settlement 
during the 6th millennium, e.g. in Kitrini Limni Basin and 
Kastoria. 





Burnt MN settlement at 
Paliambela? 
N/A Makriyalos I 
Central Balkans End of Starčevo Hiatus? Early Vinča 
Table 11.1. Disruption and recovery during the second half of the 6th millennium: inter-regional comparison. 
 
11.2.5 Conclusions: networks, mobility, and the development and end of the Neolithic in the 
Balkan-Anatolian zone 
Discussed diachronically, it becomes clear that the Neolithization of the Balkan-Anatolian zone 
encompassed complex trajectories of colonization, sedentarization, interaction, disruption, and 
recovery, in which both regional differences and overall similarity within the zone can be 
recognized. In describing and studying these complex trajectories, archaeologists generally turn to 
metaphors in order to characterize the mechanisms structuring such processes. In the case of 
Neolithization of this area, the most used metaphor is the Wave, used from Ammerman and 
Cavalli-Sforza (1984) to Özdoğan (2013). While the original Wave of Advance model suggested 
that Neolithization was brought about by random, short-distance relocations, Özdogan’s Wave is 
characterized by directionality, rolling from east to west, and large-scale population movement is 




As Anthony has pointed out long ago, “people do not migrate in waves” (1990; 1992, 175), 
but rather in streams, motivated by the availability of information provided by pioneers (see also 
Leppard 2014). Considering the development of Neolithic settled landscapes in the study regions 
in the context of the wide Balkan-Anatolian zone discussed above, I think that the Wave metaphor 
is losing its strength in the light of the evidence for the long-term parallel development of Neolithic 
settled landscapes in the Balkan-Anatolian zone. During these parallel processes, mechanisms of 
mobility and contact changed through time and space, dependent on the social and economic 
organization of communities. The comparative study of local and regional settlement sequences 
highlighted the formation of similarity and difference in material culture, subsistence, and 
habitation practices over the course of centuries, and the role of various forms of long and short 
distance migration in these developments most likely changed as well. 
The timeframe for the initial colonization of the regions around the Aegean by Neolithic 
groups is becoming more clearly defined through the discovery of new early sites, and it seems 
that the period 6800-6500 BCE brought farmers into both Western Anatolia and the Central and 
Northern Aegean, followed by the multi-region parallel growth and consolidation of regional 
populations. This synchrony is not compatible with a classic demic diffusion process, which would 
be associated with a much more gradual expansion resulting from the fission and short-distance 
relocation of farming populations. Rather, a scenario of leap-frog colonization seems to have been 
in play, sparked by small groups of long-distance migrants. It is possible that these early 
settlements were quite isolated within their immediate surroundings, while (maritime) connections 
with regions of origin were maintained. Indeed, it can be postulated that what moved with these 
migrant farming groups was not so much a full cultural package, but rather their networks. A small 
group of migrants, most likely with a narrow age/gender profile, is unlikely to possess all cultural 
knowledge and craft skills of their home population (Anthony 1990, 905; Perlès 2003). While this 
‘Founder Effect’ may lead to the loss or change of certain practices, it must also be recognized that 
it must have been through the maintenance and (trans)formation of networks that the range of 
cultural practices and technologies was enriched and shaped over time – and that ‘pioneer’ 
communities grew through the arrival of new migrants (cf. Anthony 1990). The increasing 
durability of architecture and settlements, the evidence for larger communities, as well as the 
evidence for an increase in the amount and diversity of material culture in Neolithic settlements of 
the late 7th-early 6th millennium, suggests that these communities succeeded in establishing stable 
and durable connections. Processes of regional demographic ‘boom’ were accompanied by long-
term settlement continuity, increasing durability of settlements, and increasing ‘entanglement’ 
between people, the material, and places.  
Following the idea of regional patterns of demographic boom and bust proposed by 
Shennan et al (2013; see 2.1.4 and 10.5), causal factors for collapse around the middle of the 6th 
millennium may have been complex, and may have included disease, environmental factors, and 




decline in settlement density did not simply represent “out-migration to neighboring areas” (cf. 
Shennan et al 2013, 4): significant long-distance migration should be expected. Still, a more fine-
grained chonological perspective may nuance this. For example, population collapse in the Lake 
District may have initially led to movement towards other regions in (North)Western Anatolia, 
and may have been a factor in the changes in settlement densities and architectural practices in the 
Marmara region around 5700 BCE. The general synchrony in collapse, however, indicates that 
even if some populations may have migrated to nearby regions, this did not lead to long-term 
stability. The multi-region synchronous changes observed suggest that the network fabric of the 
Neolithic world played a role in its synchronous demise. Furthermore, the rate of 6th millennium 
continuity seems to have been higher in areas lying on the margins of the Balkan-Anatolian 
network, such as inland Western Macedonia. 
Placed in the wider context of the Balkan-Anatolian zone, the finding that the five study 
regions attest both the rise and the fall of Neolithic settled landscapes during the 7th and 6th 
millennia is strengthened further. The disruptions of the middle of the 6th millennium, while they 
may vary in character and scale, meant the disruption of local and regional settlement sequences 
across Anatolia, the Aegean, and the Balkans. This emphasizes that rather than a first step in the 
linear development of civilization, early farming societies were characterized by the alternation 
between periods of stability and periods of profound change (cf. Shennan et al. 2013).  
 
11.3 Neolithic ways of life between Southwest Asia and Europe: transformation, fluctuation, 
and similarity 
 
11.3.1 Settlement, community size, and social organization 
The previous section detailed the idea that the Neolithization of the Balkan-Anatolian zone was a 
multi-region and multi-stage process, in which the parallel development of, and interactions 
between, regional cultures played a crucial role. Stages of initial settlement were followed by the 
consolidation of Neolithic ways of life through the growth of regional populations and the fission 
of local communities, and the interactions between local and regional groups shaped the cultural 
development of Neolithic settlement. The growing historicity of landscapes and settlements 
between the second half of the 7th and the first half of the 6th millennium shows that “the past in 
the past” played an important role in the development of these Neolithic societies. Rather than a 
way of life ‘on the move’, the Neolithic world was mostly shaped by practices of place continuity, 
leading to the growing attachment of communities to settlements and landscapes. 
While inter-regional variability and diachronic change in the social organization of 
Neolithic communities in the Balkan-Anatolian zone can be recognized, zoomed out further, the 
transformative role of the zone as a whole can be appreciated, since the character and development 
of the Western Anatolian, Aegean and South Balkan Neolithic differed in several ways from the 




Neolithic on the other. This section, therefore, aims to discuss the question of how Neolithic ways 
of life were redefined between Southwest Asia and Europe, and more specifically, what role 
habitation practices and community organization played in these transformations. In what way did 
changes and fluctuations in community organization and habitation strategies influence larger-
scale patterning? 
Although it is not the only determining factor, we have already seen that population growth 
is thought to play an important role in the development of socio-economic complexity, since larger 
groups of people generally need more complex mechanisms for maintaining social coherence 
(Bandy 2004 and 2008; see 2.1.4 and 10.5). It is generally accepted that the introduction of farming 
went together with processes of demographic boom (Bocquet-Appel 2011; Shennan et al. 2013). 
The social strategies accompanying demographic growth, however, may have differed through 
space and time, leading to differential patterns in population dynamics and the formation of settled 
landscapes. Since such social strategies are closely related to social organization and cultural 
transmission, can, in this respect, structural differences be observed between the Southwest Asian 
Neolithic and the Neolithic of the Balkan-Anatolian zone?  
Studies of settlements in the Southwest Asia and Central Anatolia have proposed several 
scenarios for processes of social transformation on the basis of diachronic changes in the size and 
spatial organization of settlements and domestic architecture (Flannery 1972 and 2002; Kuijt 2000; 
Düring 2006; Banning 2010). For the Levant, a number of synthesizing studies have detailed the 
development of settlement size from early sedentarization during the PPNA to village settlements 
and mega-settlements during the PPNB, with the maximum size of settlements developing from  
1-2.5 ha in the PPNA (9500-8500 BCE) to 10-14 ha in the Middle to Late PPNB (8000-6600 BCE) 
(Kuijt 2000b; Byrd 2000; Hole 2000). These large settlement sizes are seen as the result of a 
combined process of population growth, non-fission of communities, endogamy (Alt et al. 2013), 
and population aggregation, through the absorption of people from smaller communities. This is 
not to say that there were no more small settlements during the Middle and Late PPNB: to the 
contrary, mega-sites seem to have been restricted to specific environments and socio-cultural 
circumstances (Kuijt 2000b and 2000c; Simmons 2000; Gebel 2004). While the exact size of 
PPNB mega-communities remains a subject of further research,256 it is apparent that aggregation 
played a role in the formation of increasingly large settlements between the PPNA and the end of 
the PPNB. This changed during the PPNC period (c. 6600-6300 BCE), which showed decreased 
size and longevity of settlements, pointing to a reduction of the maximum size of communities and 
increased mobility (e.g. Rollefson 2017). During the Pottery Neolithic (c. 6300-5800 BCE), the 
                                                 
 
256 Although settlement growth from the PPNA to the PPNB is  apparent, the actual size of PPNB mega sites is a 
matter of dispute (e.g. Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen 2008, 270 and 276). Akkermans (2013, 71-2), for example, 
argued that the size of PPNB settlements often seems exaggerated, since site size does not necessarily correspond to 




reappearance of larger communitities has been attested, for example at the Yarmukian site of 
Sha’ar Hagolan (Garfinkel et al. 2012). Demographically, this period apparently meant a recovery 
of population densities and community sizes in the Levant (cf. Rollefsen 2017). 
While Flannery’s model (1972 and 2002) for the development of villages supposed a rather 
linear step-by-step evolutionary development from huts-for-individuals, via houses-for-nuclear-
families, to complexes-for-extended-households, these fluctuations in population dynamics call 
for less linear approaches to the relationship between settlement, architecture, and social 
organization. While a shift from PPNA round architecture to PPNB rectilinear houses is found in 
both the southern (Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen 2008) and the northern (Atakuman 2014) 
Fertile Crescent, several researchers have diverged from Flannery’s model by arguing that PPNA  
round houses already housed families rather than individuals (e.g. Goring-Morris and Belfer-
Cohen 2008, 254). Still, the PPNB seems to have further formalized the house as a nuclear family 
residence, with larger and more durable houses, more complex spatial arrangements, and more 
evidence for the standard presence of domestic facilities (e.g. Wright 2000). A striking aspect of 
both PPNA and PPNB settlements is the existence of community buildings, which integrated a 
range of functions, including community gathering, ritual, ancestor veneration, and storage (cf. 
Özdoǧan and Özdoǧan 1998; Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen 2008, 254-6; Atakuman 2014), 
which attests the limits to the social and economic autonomy of households, and the social and 
economic importance of integrative social practices.257  
We have seen that one of the mechanisms reducing scalar stress in the face of an increase 
in group size is the development of more hierarchical forms of social organization (10.5), and 
indeed, it is generally held that the PPNB in the Southern Levant was characterized by the 
development of increasingly complex social organization. Kuijt (2000b, 97-8), for example, 
proposed that society was organized along the lines of lineages and (Lévi-Straussian) Houses, 
which shared power on the community level, while Gebel (2017) and Rollefson (2017) refer to the 
increasing importance of ‘corporate identities’ and ‘corporate kinship groups’.258 Mechanisms 
promoting community integration included burial rituals and ancestor veneration (Kuijt 2000c), 
and the overall surge in symbolism and commodification during the Middle to Late PPNB periods 
(Rollefson 2017). These perspectives suggest that local communities combined at least three levels 
of social organization: household, lineage, and community.  
Kuijt (2000c) and Simmons (2000) attribute the demise of the mega sites during the PPNC 
to the ‘failure’ of this type of complex, yet egalitarian society to adopt a more hierarchical form of 
leadership in the face of stress caused by environmental deterioration and economic challenges 
                                                 
 
257 See Banning (2011) for a critical review of the idea that the architecture of Göbeklitepe should be interpreted as 
community buildings.  
258 Several researchers have suggested that Late PPNB settlements already show indications for a shift from nuclear 




towards the end of the 8th millennium. Indeed, Rollefson (2017) concludes that the 7th millennium 
constituted a period of collapse of close-knit societal structures under the condition of severe 
climatic fluctuations, and was characterized by small settlements and reduced materiality of social 
relations. Interestingly, the recovery of settled landscapes and population density during the 
Levantine Pottery Neolithic (late 7th millennium) is paired with architectural evidence for extended 
household organization: the large Yarmukian settlement at Sha’ar Hagolan featured large 
architectural complexes (Banning 2010; Garfinkel et al. 2012), 259 and in the northern Fertile 
Crescent, at Sabi Abyad in Syria, the late 7th millennium settlement consisted of multiple-
household complexes (Akkermans 2013, 2014; Nieuwenhuyse et al. 2010). Given the evidence for 
societal collapse during the PPNC period, it seems that rather than a linear developmental process 
from PPNB nuclear families to Late Neolithic extended households, fluctuations in household 
composition and the importance of supra-household associations are apparent. Furthermore, 
Banning (2010) proposed that the Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic in the Southern Levant 
were characterized by ‘strategic flexibility’ in household organization (e.g. in terms of household 
size), and that variability in household organization was one of the mechanisms through which 
inter-household competition and social differentiation developed. Along this line of thought, the 
idea of interactions between sedentary and nomadic groups, proposed for Sabi Abyad in Syria 
(Akkermans and Duistermaat 1996), is another example of the increased differentiation between 
communities, and the interactions between them. 
Moving to Central Anatolia, it is apparent that while Southwest Asian Neolithic settlements 
reached their largest size during the late 8th millennium, Çatalhöyük East (7100-6000 BCE) can 
be approached as a late exponent of the mega-site phenomenon, dating to the Levantine PPNC and 
PN periods (Gebel 2004; Özdoğan 2014b).260 The spatial structure of early Çatalhöyük, described 
by Garfinkel et al. (2012, 114) as a “dead-end in the evolution of human architecture”, is highly 
conglomerated, 10 ha large, with few open spaces. Düring and Marciniak (2006) argued that while 
during the Early Neolithic levels (7000-6500 BCE), nuclear households were recognizable as 
architectural units, these households were thoroughly integrated in the larger-scale social, ritual, 
and economic configuration of the neighborhood, comprising 30 to 40 conglomerated buildings 
                                                 
 
259 Sha’ar Hagolan in the Southern Levant (6400-5800 BCE) is a key site for the Late Neolithic Yarmukian culture. 
The settlement consisted of large ‘courtyard houses’, up to 750 m2 large, each composed of small rooms around an 
open courtyard. These buildings are understood to have been inhabited by four to seven nuclear families (Garfinkel et 
al. 2012). The courtyard houses represent a clear departure from the pattern of an open village consisting of nuclear 
household dwellings. The courtyards yielded evidence for shared use for crafts and food processing, whereas other 
functions, such as storage, seem to have been associated with nuclear families inhabiting separate living rooms around 
the court (cf. Banning 2010). Sha’ar Hagolan, through its pattern of courtyard buildings and streets, is presented as a 
model for the later development of early urban settlements in Southwest Asia (Garfinkel et al 2012). The courtyard 
houses seem to have been laid out in one time, which suggests that in this settlement, the idea of a cooperation between 
nuclear households as a level of social organization was quite developed (cf. Garfinkel et al. 2012). 
260 The 8th millennium levels of Aşıklı (8000-7400 BCE) form an early case of aggregated settlement in Central 




with roof access. This seems to propose at least three levels of social organization, i.e., the 
house(hold), the neighborhood, and the community at large. Evidence for an increase in household 
autonomy is found in the upper settlement levels of the East Mound, dating to the late 7th 
millennium: Marciniak et al. (2015) describe a range of social and economic factors that indicates 
the level of social integration changed quite significantly. These factors were accompanied by 
changes in the spatial and temporal relationships between dwelling units and the settlement at 
large. The long-term building continuity and neighborhood structure, characteristic for the earlier 
stages of Çatalhöyük, were gradually replaced by shorter-term occupations and more segmented 
spatial structures (Marciniak et al. 2015). Furthermore, the size of the Çatalhöyük East settlement 
seems to have decreased during the end of the 7th millennium, and the foundation of Çatalhöyük 
West may be seen as the result of a process of community segmentation (Biehl et al. 2012). 
Overall, there seems to be some agreement that in the large, aggregated settlements found 
in Central Anatolia and Southwest Asia, domestic units became highly dependent on larger-scale 
social associations, whether defined as lineages, as corporate kinship groups, or as neighborhoods 
(cf. Kuijt 2000; Gebel 2004; Düring 2006; Rollefson 2017), followed by more segmentation and 
a higher level of household autonomy towards the end of the 7th millennium (e.g. Düring and 
Marciniak 2006).261 How do Neolithic societies in the Balkan-Anatolian zone compare to this 
sequence of development? In Western Anatolia, the Aegean and Southeastern Europe, comparable 
aggregated settlements are seemingly absent throughout the Neolithic. Although community size 
increased over time and may have varied between settlements (see 10.4 and 10.5), the maximum 
size of communities did not come near the sizes Southwest Asian and Central Anatolian mega-
sites. Apparently, aggregation became less important as a social strategy, and was replaced by a 
higher degree of fission and residential mobility. In other words, the millennium of demographic 
boom following the transition to agriculture (Bandy 2008) was associated with community 
aggregation in the Southwest Asia and Central Anatolia, while in the Balkan-Anatolian zone, it 
was mainly associated with fission and dispersion, and with the development and maintenance of 
networks of relatively small village communities.  
If smaller-scale and less complex communities formed the backbone of Neolithic society 
in Western Anatolia and Southeastern Europe, can it be said that community segmentation and 
increased household autonomy formed a catalyst for the development and dispersal of Neolithic 
ways of life during the 7th and 6th millennia? Discussions about Neolithic household autonomy, 
and its role in the formation of communities, have generally proposed that increased household 
autonomy facilitated intra-communal competition, resulting in an increase in social inequality 
(Halstead 1995; Bandy 2008). However, household autonomy is not strictly about economic 
                                                 
 
261 Ideas about increasing household autonomy are well-represented in the literature (e.g. Wright 2000 for LPPNB in 





independence. Indeed, as Souvatzi (2008b) rightly pointed out, inter-household cooperation must 
have been crucial throughout prehistory, and interdependency can be said to increase as society 
becomes more complex and household activities become more specialized. Several settlements 
studied generally indicate the dual presence of household-scale (indoor) and community-scale 
(outdoor) cooking and storage facilities, suggesting that a certain degree of economic pooling 
ensured the social integration of these village communities (Umurtak 2007; Urem-Kotsou 2017). 
Rather than strict economic independence, household autonomy can be thought of as the 
autonomy to act as a small-scale social unit. In this sense, the release from the ‘social strain’ of 
close-knit and complex communities (Düring and Marciniak 2006) may have provided a context 
for a higher rate of residential mobility. This ‘autonomy to act’ most likely fluctuated along with 
the process of Neolithization. Initial settlement, associated with the settling down of small, mobile 
groups, can be associated with lower complexity of socio-economic practices, and hence with a 
greater degree of household autonomy. Developed (long-term) settlements may show more 
complexity and entanglement of practices, more diversity in tasks and possibly some 
specialization, relating to more interdependence between households. This increased 
interdependency between households can, for example, be seen in early 6th millennium Western 
Anatolia. The collapse of these close-knit village communities and the abandonment of long-term 
settlements around the middle of the 6th millennium may be associated with more segmentation, 
and a ‘devolution’ of complex household organization (cf. Rollefsen 2017). 
Although there are clear limits to the idea of the ‘autonomous household’, it is warranted 
to say that during the 7th and 6th millennia, increased household autonomy ensured the viability of 
small-scale communities, and it provided an important factor in the mobility of farming economies 
and associated social practices. Household autonomy, and the reduction of social power held by 
larger-scale social associations such as lineages, neighborhoods, and extended families, meant that 
small groups of people were able to found new settlements through community fission, maintain 
a relatively egalitarian social organization, and reduce the social stress associated with population 
pressure. Nonetheless, from a subsistence point of view, relatively egalitarian households work 
best in a village context since the cooperation between domestic units provides a context for risk-
sharing (Sahlins 1972; Halstead and O’Shea 1982). In this sense, the small-scale village Neolithic 
was one of the vehicles of the formation of new Neolithic ways of life in the Balkan-Anatolian 
zone, in which a mixed intensive farming economy formed the basis of household organization 
and intra-communal cooperation (Bogaard 2005).  
To conclude, in terms of community size and habitation practices, there are apparent 
differences between the large aggregated settlements of the Middle and Late PPNB in Southwest 
Asia and the PPN-Early Pottery Neolithic in Central Anatolia, with settlement sizes of tens of 
hectares and community sizes estimated at up to several thousands, and the Central European 
pattern of dispersed (clusters of) farmsteads of the Linear Band Keramik (cf. Bogaard and 




in which the concept of the ‘Neolithic way of life’ went through significant changes concerning 
community size, social organization, and habitation strategies. Placed in a diachronic framework, 
it is apparent that although regional fluctuations in community size and settlement longevity can 
be observed from Southwest Asia to Central Europe, cycles of growth and settlement continuity 
became shorter, and maximum community size decreased. With the spread of Neolithic ways of 
life over many regions, cultural diversity increased (cf. Gronenborn et al. 2017), as well as the 
complexity of farmer-farmer interactions. 
 
11.3.2 Networks, settlement patterns, and residential mobility 
In 11.2.5, I proposed that understanding the formation of Neolithic ways of life should move away 
from directional perspectives on Neolithic expansion, and rather consider the interactions between 
local and regional groups in the diachronic development of Neolithic ways of life. A review of 
ideas on the character of Neolithic networks shows that these varied through space and time. For 
the Levant, Bar-Yosef and Belfer-Cohen have described the Neolithic world of the South and 
North Levantine PPNB as a koinè, with a high level of connectivity between communities (Bar-
Yosef and Belfer-Cohen 1989; Kuijt 2000a; Goring-Morris and Belfer-Cohen 2008, 260ff). The 
character of the PPNB koinè is imagined as a two-level network, in which large regional centers 
(mega sites) together with small settlements in the area formed regional networks, while 
connections between large centers upheld the inter-regional network (cf. Gebel 2004). This 
suggests intra-regional differentiation and asymmetry between settlements regarding longevity, 
seasonality of occupation, size, and subsistence economies. The following ‘PPNC collapse’ 
resulted in the disappearance of aggregated settlements, a shift of settlement activity to marginal 
landscapes, and associated changes in subsistence practices (Byrd 1994; Rollefson 2000, 186-7; 
Özdoǧan 2014b). Overall, this can be understood as a process of decentralization, with 
fragmentation and dispersion characterizing the settlement pattern. For Central Anatolia, the idea 
is that the development from Early Neolithic clustered neighborhoods to Late Neolithic 
autonomous households was paired with a development from a highly nucleated and aggregated 
settlement system during the Early Neolithic (c. 7000-6500 BCE), in which Çatalhöyük was the 
only settlement in the Konya Plain, to a more dispersed settlement pattern during the Late Neolithic 
(c. 6500-6000 BCE) and especially in the Early Chalcolithic (c. 6000-5500 BCE), with 
asymmetrical relationships between larger centers, such as Çatalhöyük West and Can Hasan I, and 
smaller, shorter-lived settlements (Marciniak and Czerniak 2007).  
Compared to these preceding and contemporary settlement patterns and networks in 
Central Anatolia and the Levant, 7th to early 6th millennium settlement in Western Anatolia and 
Southeastern Europe seems to display fewer indications for the existence of intra-regional 
asymmetry, with little variability in settlement sizes and landscape locations. Still, settlements may 
have fulfilled different roles in a regional network due to variation in subsistence practices and the 




in the procurement of obsidian or basalt (cf. Horejs et al. 2015; Takaoğlu and Özdemir 2013). I 
propose that the formation of settlement patterns with little size variability and limited community 
growth was rooted in the lesser importance of supra-household social associations mediating 
between household and community. This increased the rate of community fission and consolidated 
the concept of the small-scale community. While fission followed by short-distance relocation 
filled in regional landscapes and led to the formation of regional networks of settlements,262 fission 
followed by long-distance (inter-regional) relocation must have contributed significantly to the 
spread of Neolithic ways of life. Furthermore, small-scale communities may have adapted more 
readily and easily to changing circumstances (cf. Belfer-Cohen and Bar-Yosef 2000, 23-24), 
increasing the rate of change and diversification in Neolithic ways of life. 
Returning to the relationship between habitation practices and the processes of 
Neolithization, and relating regional cycles of the growth and decline of habitation to fluctuations 
in the rate of Neolithic dispersal, we may ask when inter-regional mobility played a more 
significant role: in times of disintegration and crisis, or in times of consolidation and demographic 
growth? There is a tendency to present Neolithic dispersal as the outcome of crisis and collapse: 
Özdoğan (2014b) connects the initial appearance of Neolithic settlement in Western Anatolia to 
the collapse of PPNB societies, while he sees the expansion of the Neolithic to the Balkans as the 
result of the collapse of the Central Anatolian Late Neolithic (2013). In Balkan scholarship, the 
Aegean and Anatolia are seen as the place of origin of subsequent waves of immigrants who 
sparked major cultural transformations, including the early development of Vinča culture, and 
subsequent cultural changes during Vinča C, which presents an image of large-scale and long-
distance migration from east to west (see for review, Whittle et al. 2016). Linking dispersal mainly 
to collapse may, however, misrepresent the context and various forms of (residential) mobility. 
Practices of place continuity, for example, do not need to disappear fully before mobility and 
dispersal become possible. In cycles of increasing aggregation and social integration, followed by 
scalar stress and collapse, what can be proposed is that the development of a mobile element in the 
population, and the (leap-frog) migration of a portion of the population, precedes the collapse of 
aggregated settlement. It can, perhaps, be seen as an intermediate stage between aggregation and 
collapse, and one that forms a catalyst for the further transformation (or dissolution) of aggregated 
societies. Indeed, the spread of Neolithic farmers to Western Anatolia and the Aegean did not 
follow an entire collapse of community life in core areas such as Central Anatolia and Southwest 
Asia, but rather, mobile elements of the population founded new settlements and maintained 
                                                 
 
262 A classic scenario for regular fission and short-distance relocation is represented by Early Neolithic Thessaly, 
where a quite dense system of small villages developed through the branching off of daughter communities (Perlès 
2005; Johnson and Perlès 2004; Alexakis et al. 2011). The formation of such densely settled landscapes must have 
occurred through the maintenance of relationships between parent (older) and daughter (younger) communities, since 
signs of conflict are largely absent during the Early Neolithic. However, settlement clusters may have formed 




connections with regions of origin, while building new connections and developing regional 
cultures.  
Overall, while the loosening of intra-community ties may have been a factor in the reduced 
size of local communities and the increased rate of residential mobility during the late 7th and early 
6th millennium, this does not mean that the overall coherence of Neolithic societies disappeared. 
To the contrary, in the expansion of the Neolithic, the Neolithic way of life seems to have been 
highly interconnected: in a conceptual sense, with shared notions of house, household, and 
settlement; in an economic sense, with similar subsistence practices; and in a material sense, with 
the circulation of materials and the overall similarity in material culture throughout the Neolithic 
world. What can be imagined is that the Neolithic transformed from something relying on co-
habitation and close-knit local communities, to something that was more distributed, and that 
thrived within networks of small communities. In this context of the intensification of regional and 
inter-regional networks, small and more dispersed communities became more viable. 
 
11.3.3 Formation, duration, and the rate of change 
There are apparent similarities in the long-term Neolithic population dynamics of Southwest Asia, 
Central Anatolia, and the Balkan-Anatolian zone. Stages of population growth, increasing social 
complexity, increasing materiality, were followed by a stage of collapse (at least in part under 
conditions of environmental change or deterioration), depopulation, reduced complexity, and a re-
arrangement of settlement and settled landscapes. Nonetheless, it would be too simplistic to regard 
these regional histories as a narrative repeating itself through space and time: we are not only 
looking at different start dates, but also at different ways in which Neolithization unfolded. 
Especially, the duration of developmental stages differed between regions. The development of 
farming economies in Southwest Asia, for example, is described by Akkermans (2013, 63) as an 
extremely slow process, lacking the intentionality often ascribed to the ‘Neolithic Revolution’, and 
he emphasizes continuities between Epipalaeolithic and Neolithic ways of life, both in subsistence 
practices and in habitation. Such a millennia-long process of change, however, is not comparable 
with the sequences of development found in Western Anatolia and the Aegean, where farming 
economies ‘arrived’ in developed form, and where settled landscapes developed in the course of 
centuries rather than millennia. Indeed, considering Shennan’s framework of ‘boom and bust’, the 
duration of the period between the initial development and ‘bust’ of Neolithic settled landscapes 
seems to have become condensed through time and space. In the Balkan-Anatolian zone, regional 
differences can already be observed, with longer developmental processes found in Western 
Anatolia (c. 6700-5600 BCE) than in the Southern Balkans (c. 6000-5500 BCE). In Central 
Europe, the sequence of the development and collapse of the LBK in general encompassed less 
than half a millennium (c. 5400-5000 BCE), although there are regional differences (e.g. Shennan 




maximum size of communities, as well as the reduced ‘complexity’ of Neolithic communities 
during the mature stage of Neolithic settlement in comparison to Southwest Asia. 
 While this would suggest a steady decline of the length of the stage of initial Neolithic 
occupation between Southwest Asia and Europe, more variability can be found within the Balkan 
peninsula. In the Struma Valley, the initial stage was proposed to be short, suggesting that 
incoming farming populations started to form village communities from early on. The pattern in 
the Central and Northern Balkans is rather different. It has been proposed that the Central Balkans 
and the Carpathian basin show little evidence for nucleated settlements and settlement continuity 
during the period 6000-5500 BCE (Early Neolithic Starčevo-Cris-Körös Cultures; Tringham 
2000a; Minichreiter 2001; Borić 2007a; Chapman 2008; Parkinson and Gyucha 2012). Only 
during the second half of the 6th millennium, Early Vinča settlement systems included both tells 
with considerable settlement longevity and small sites with short occupation sequences, which 
possibly related to herding and seasonal occupation (Orton 2012). The 5th millennium (Late Vinča, 
Cucuteni-Tripolye, Gumelnitsa, and Karanovo VI) presented a continuation of this process of 
settlement nucleation. Tell settlements in Northern Bulgaria show the dense clustering of 
rectilinear houses, as well as a deep stratification (Bailey 1999b), and this period ended with 
several centuries of unrest, and ultimately, the collapse of the Vinča network (Whittle et al. 
2016).263 Furthermore, the formation of the Early LBK in the Carpathian Basin has been 
understood as a non-linear process, with several episodes of immigration and cycles of adaptation 
shaping the development of Neolithic settlement (Oross and Bánffy 2009).264  
What influenced the differential development of the Neolithic, both in terms of duration 
and in a qualitative sense? Returning to the frameworks of Entanglement and ANT, I propose that 
as the Neolithic world of the 7th and 6th millennium became increasingly multi-regional, 
interactions between regional groups, at different stages in the development of settled landscapes, 
                                                 
 
263 Examples include Poljanitsa platoto, Ovcharovo, Dolnoslav, Golyamo Delchevo, and Podgoritsa. Bailey (1999b) 
developed the interpretation that the thirteen building horizons of Ovcharovo represented the rebuilding of the 
settlement after episodes of abandonment. Bailey regards these tells as seasonal centers of (cereal) production and 
symbols of control in a landscape defined by mobility and demographic fluctuations, rather than as permanent 
settlements. The end of this cultural stage, towards the end of the 5th millennium, presents itself in the archaeological 
record through the burning and abandonment of these settlements – Whittle et al. (2016) show that this period of 
settlement conflagration amounted up to two centuries, showing the increased instability of the network, associated 
with regionalization and inter-group tension. A stage with evidence for small-scale, dispersed settlement was followed 
by many centuries (3900-3300 BCE) with an almost entire absence of settlement evidence in the Balkans (Anthony et 
al. 2010). 
264 Oross and Bánffy (2009) distinguished three formative stages, with two Early LBK stages of development 
characterized by small settlements in areas not directly suitable for agriculture (c. 5600/5500-5250 BCE), followed by 
larger settlements in loess areas only during the Late LBK (5300/5250-4900 BCE). 
While the tendency was to represent the differences between Early LBK habitation practices and those of the Greek 
and Balkan Neolithic as the result of the indigenous development of the LBK in Central Europe (Lenneis 2009), recent 
insights include the crucial contribution of migrants (see 2.1.3). Indeed, following Whittle (2010), the question should 




started to influence larger-scale developmental processes. Examples of increased complexity in 
inter-regional networks include the interactions between 7th millennium mature Central Anatolian 
communities and incipient Western Anatolian communities, and interactions between the 
Levantine ‘recovered’ Late Neolithic and the late 7th-early 6th millennium Aegean. The shorter 
periods between the development of ‘mature’ Neolithic landscapes and regional bust, may 
therefore, be the result of the increased complexity of Neolithic networks. Moreover, the 
differences between the Central Balkans, with a long period of initial settlement, and the Southern 
Balkans, with a short period of initial settlement, may be understood as the result of their different 





CHAPTER 12. CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
This study approached the Neolithization of Western Anatolia and Southeastern Europe during the 
7th and 6th millennia from a multi-scalar settlement perspective, which gave weight to local and 
regional habitation practices as constituent parts of mechanisms of Neolithization. Extrapolating 
local and regional histories to the larger scale, chapters 10 and 11 dissected the grand narrative of 
progressive east-west movement into shorter episodes, which highlighted the importance of 
fluctuations in the interactions, social organization, and habitation practices of Neolithic 
populations for the development and dispersal of Neolithic ways of life.  
The central thesis explored was that the formation of Neolithic ways of life in the Balkan-
Anatolian zone was characterized by multi-region parallel processes of sedentarization, in which 
the continuous interactions between regions played a crucial role. The chronological and spatial 
pattern of the formation of Neolithic landscapes in the Balkan-Anatolian zone shows the early 
occupation of numerous regions, followed by the increasing density of regional occupations, rather 
than the spreading of the Neolithic like an oil stain. Regarding Neolithization as a long-term 
process rather than as an event, completed with the initial appearance of farmers, the Balkan-
Anatolian zone should be viewed not simply as an area through which ‘the Neolithic’ passed on 
its way to Europe, but rather as a zone with a deep history, in which a multi-faceted and large 
population base formed, which played a role in the transformation of Neolithic ways of life. 
 
12.1 Grand narratives, micro perspectives, and the archaeological record 
The theoretical framework employed built on insights from what I called ‘relational perspectives’ 
in archaeology, including actor-network theory and entanglement. Such perspectives highlight that 
understanding (pre)history rests on our ability to unravel the interrelations between numerous 
variables, which together constitute the context in which particular ways of life developed. While 
this thesis did not attempt to systematically map out all variables involved in the formation of 
Neolithic ways of life in particular local and regional contexts, the conceptual framework provided 
by these perspectives gave weight to the interrelations between local, regional, and inter-regional 
patterns, as well as to the importance of looking at formation and diachronic change. This is in 
accordance with the view that an overemphasis on push and pull factors may easily lead to 
deterministic and simplified views on cultural transformation. Emphasizing how, rather than why, 
cultural processes of change occurred, presents a more productive and realistic way of unravelling 
prehistory, which acknowledges that the course of history is influenced by complex interrelations, 
and, furthermore, that our understanding of these variables is always incomplete. Neolithization 





The second strand of insights came from practice theory, which, more traditionally, can be 
associated with bottom-up approaches to large-scale, complex histories. As an addition to a general 
practice perspective, this thesis sought to integrate a multi-scalar approach to practice. This was 
informed by the idea that practice builds on the past and is directed towards the future, and that 
practices have short-term, long-term, small-scale and large-scale effects. Habitation practices, 
more specifically, are related to these scalar dimensions of practice, since habitation relates to the 
formation of social groups, subsistence practices, cultural transmission, and the formation of 
networks.  
While gaining a full understanding of Neolithization is limited by the fragmentary nature 
of the archaeological record, this thesis showed that a settlement perspective creates a spatio-
temporal framework for situating and interpreting archaeological data. This settlement framework 
is intimately connected to the archaeological enterprise, which, in its core, revolves around 
excavation, stratigraphy, and landscape.  
 
12.2 Neolithization and regional histories 
The five regional case studies provided test cases for developing a historically situated perspective 
on Neolithization. The regional approach enabled a way to understand habitation practices and 
population dynamics on a smaller scale. In a practical sense, taking regional case studies as a basis 
meant that alongside a study of Neolithization, this thesis was an exercise in comparative 
archaeology. The differences between countries and regions in the formation of the archaeological 
record in terms of research history, documentation strategies, and publication practices, influence 
our image of the Neolithic past as much as actual differences between Neolithic societies in these 
regions. Some of these biases in the archaeological record are obvious and can be accounted for, 
while others are not as apparent and may escape attention if regional data sets are not carefully 
scrutinized. Furthermore, academic discourse tends to vary between countries as well, with the 
interpretation of the archaeological record depending on the kinds of questions asked and the 
interpretative framework employed.  
Despite these difficulties, the comparative study of local and regional occupation 
sequences informed discussions about contacts and migration between Anatolia, the Aegean and 
the Balkans in the 7th and 6th millennia in several ways. The complexity and longevity of settlement 
occupation, especially between c. 6700 and 5600 BCE, re-emphasized that Neolithization should 
not merely be seen as an expansion process, but as a process taking place within networks of 
regions and settlements with long parallel occupation histories. In the three Anatolian study 
regions, initial Neolithic occupation during the period 6700-6600 BCE was followed by the long-
term occupation of settlements and an increasing regional settlement density until 5700-5600 BCE. 
With initial Neolithization dating up to several centuries later in Western Macedonia (c. 6500 
BCE) and the Struma River Valley (c. 6100 BCE), there was a relatively high level of similarity 




and size of settlements, construction techniques, as well as in material culture assemblages. While 
this period coincides with Özdoǧan’s (2013) ‘Second Wave’ of massive, endemic movement from 
Anatolia to the Balkans, the setting for the development of these similarities was in most cases 
formed by settlements and landscapes with a Neolithic habitation history predating this Second 
Wave. The explanatory models for the increased similarity between key sites should, therefore, 
consider various aspects of movement and contact, ranging from migration (within social 
networks, cf. Reingruber 2011; Lichter and Meriç 2012), to contacts and exchange between 
existing communities, and to situations of conflict and intrusion (e.g. Clare et al. 2008). 
Essentially, rather than looking for dependency of one regional history on the other, the inter-
dependency of regional histories should be emphasized. 
This inter-dependency of regional histories continued during the early 6th millennium. 
Changes in habitation practices included changes in settlement layout and architecture, with 
increasing durability characterizing the early 6th millennium – and this process can be traced in all 
study regions. Mud brick architecture in the Anatolian study regions shows both conceptual 
similarity between communities, with more indications for settlement planning and increasing 
socio-economic complexity, and actual connections between regional communities, represented 
by similarities in construction techniques, settlement plans, and material culture. Contemporary 
settlement in the Southern Balkans also shows substantial architecture and compact settlements, 
although the associated house plans show closer similarity to 7th millennium Western Anatolian 
and Aegean architecture than to Anatolian contemporaries. This suggests that rather than being the 
result of direct migration, the similarities in socio-economic development between regions were 
embedded in long-term connections between regional populations. 
  With the middle of the 6th millennium presenting a break, or ‘bust’, of some magnitude, 
the subsequent development of habitation shows a much greater deal of inter-regional variability, 
in which scenarios of abandonment (Anatolian regions, Struma Valley), scenarios of mobility and 
ephemerality (coastal Western Macedonia, Marmara Region), and scenarios of adaptation to new 
environments (inland Western Macedonia, Struma Valley) have to be considered. A line for further 
research is formed by the question of what role the 6th millennium adaptation of Neolithic ways of 
life to lakeside environments, attested in Western Macedonia, played in the continuity and 
resilience of Neolithic populations and practices in the face of the changes of the 6th millennium. 
The example of inland Western Macedonia suggests that the degree of 6th millennium settlement 
continuity was higher in regions located on the outer margins of the early 6th millennium Balkan-
Anatolian interaction zone. 
On the local and regional scale, these broad patterns of similarity and difference between 
the study regions can be enriched with narratives of local and regional variability. Each case study 
found intra-regional variability between settlements, including differences in architectural 
techniques and settlement layout and differences in subsistence practices and resource 




groups (Izmir Region), and in other cases to the adaptation of Neolithic ways of life to diverse 
subregional environments (Marmara Region), or differences in connectivity and networks 
(Western Macedonia and Struma Valley).  
    
12.3 Neolithic ways of life: between dispersal and reinvention 
In what way did the Balkan-Anatolian zone transform the Neolithic? Through a synthesizing 
comparison between the study regions, I have shown that through the parallel development of 
Neolithic landscapes, the Balkan-Anatolian zone presents itself as a unity-in-fragmentation, in 
which regional processes of development unfolded in parallel. Nonetheless, on the scale of the 
grand narrative of Neolithization, the 7th and 6th millennium presented a transformative era for 
Neolithic ways of life: for the first time, farming developed in regions outside of the ‘core areas’ 
of initial Neolithic development, which went hand in hand with the formation of new networks. 
Considering qualitative differences in social organization and spatio-temporal settlement 
strategies, I view the Neolithic of the Balkan-Anatolian zone as a ‘village’ Neolithic, meaning a 
way of living together based on communities of modest size (10-50 households), with limited 
evidence for local community growth, suggesting limited need for increasing social complexity. 
This stands in stark contrast with the settlement evidence from settlements in Southwest Asia and 
Central Anatolia, where increasing settlement nucleation and increasing community size indicate 
the importance of integrative social mechanisms during the first millennium of agrarian 
subsistence. I argue that the limited size of Neolithic communities in the Balkan-Anatolian zone 
suggests the importance of community fission as a strategy for maintaining relatively egalitarian 
communities. With community fission comes a certain degree of residential mobility underlying 
the formation of regional settlement patterns, and the increasing coherence of regional cultures 
suggests close relations between neighboring communities. This, essentially, confirms that 
mobility was rooted in the social organization of communities, and that the speed of Neolithic 
dispersal related to the habitation practices of Neolithic groups: shorter-term strategies, and higher 
degrees of community fission, led to a higher speed of dispersal. 
 I propose that the transformative effect of the Neolithization of the Balkan-Anatolian zone 
is also apparent in the relative ‘ease’ with which new settlements were founded, especially towards 
the late 7th and early 6th millennium. Being ‘Neolithic’ became something that could more easily 
be reproduced in new environments and was less dependent on the relatively slow formation 
processes of domestication and sedentarization in the core areas of the Neolithic. While this fits 
the contrast between mega site and Balkan village, at the same time, the contrast drawn between 
Southwest Asian and European Neolithic ways of life can be nuanced: diachronic and subregional 
variability in community size characterized the Neolithic in the core areas as well. Furthermore, 
long-term occupation remained central to community strategies during the 7th and early 6th 





Within the spectrum of indigenist versus migrationist views on Neolithization, this thesis 
positions itself on middle ground. While acknowledging the crucial role of migration to the spread 
and formation of the Neolithic, the starting point remained that what needs to be investigated is 
how Neolithic ways of life developed in diverse regional settings. A focus on ‘origins’ as the main 
explanatory framework for cultural characteristics of Neolithic communities leads to a view on the 
Neolithic as a ready-made package, rather than something in transformation and re-invention. 
Furthermore, inter-regional similarities may often be the result of interactions or parallel 
development. This is not to negate the importance of the question of the origins of Neolithic 
groups; at its foundation, every settlement has a founding community, which may have come from 
an area close-by or further away, and these origins may have continued to shape the development 
and networks of Neolithic populations. 
 
12.4 Neolithization: duration and population dynamics  
While the Neolithic has been either framed as a period of revolutionary change (e.g. Childe 1951 
[1936]; Özdoğan 1997), or as a period of slow and non-directional changes (e.g. Hodder 2005; 
Akkermans 2013, 63-5), the study of the settlement record indicates variability and diachronic 
fluctuations in the rate of change. Although the synthesizing approach taken in this study did not 
always lead to thinking “in terms of generations and lifetimes” (Whittle 2011, 17), the careful 
consideration of local and regional sequences and the formation of the settlement record allowed 
the identification of periods of relative stability and slow change, versus periods of heightened 
change. Heightened change was, for example, identified in the period 6700-6500 BCE, when initial 
Neolithic settlement appeared in a large number of regions, followed by more gradual changes 
during the second half of the 7th millennium. Heightened change characterized the period around 
6000 BCE, when redirections in settlement organization appear to indicate heightened 
interconnectivity, and possibly mobility; and the period around 5700-5500 BCE, when many 
regions showed evidence for abandonment and discontinuity of habitation. The relative intra- and 
inter-regional synchrony of these developments attests the interconnectedness of regional 
habitation histories in the Balkan-Anatolian zone.  
While a broad, comparative analysis of regional case studies is crucial for appreciating 
similarities and differences in the development of Neolithic ways of life, zooming in on selected 
contexts can potentially further our understanding of Neolithic habitation practices. For example, 
I proposed that the length of settlement occupation before the first major period of settlement 
abandonment was generally shorter in Southeastern Europe than in Western Anatolia. Can this 
stand the test of detailed, radiocarbon-rich, settlement chronologies? How strictly continuous were 
the occupation sequences of Anatolian mounds? On the smaller scale of houses and their 
occupation histories, the relationship between apparent ‘durability’ of houses and their length of 




regions (e.g. shift from wattle and daub to mud brick) go together with an actual lengthening of 
occupation periods of houses and settlements?  
 In the oncoming years, the explanatory framework for continuity and change in Neolithic 
habitation as was presented in this thesis can be developed further on the basis of new data sets, 
including isotopes and aDNA. New avenues for research include the role of mobility in the 
maintenance and transformation of settled landscapes. To what extent does local continuity of 
habitation correspond to continuity in the genetic and isotopic make-up of the local population? 
Did mobility play a greater role in periods of the rearrangement of settlement layout or other forms 
of discontinuity of occupation? Or can it be demonstrated that mobility played a role during periods 
of continuity as well, for example for forming and maintaining social networks? Understanding 
the relationships between (dis)continuity of habitation and material culture, and (dis)continuity in 
the genetic or isotopic make-up of local communities would more directly add people to an 
entangled perpective on Neolithization, and would greatly improve our understanding of the 
complexity of the Neolithic world. 
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KEY SITES (1-4) 
1 BADEMAĞACI HÖYÜK 
Site information 
Coordinates 37.223149 30.498247 Site Size 2,5 ha Site Type Mound 
Elevation 780 m asl Dimensions 210x120 m; h=7m Deposit 4 m 
Region Bademağacı Plain Periods EN, LN, EC 
Date range 6800-6100; 6000-5800 Time Blocks I-IV Other Periods EBA 
Excavation Information 
When 1993-2010 Exposed area 1500 m2 
By Refik Duru, Gülsün Umurtak 
Publications 
Duru 2002a; Umurtak 2008; Duru/Umurtak 2010; 
Duru 2012 What 
Excavation of Istanbul 
University 









EN I-II Excavated in two soundings; remains of red plastered floor found. 
ENII-4 6400- LN II Several superimposed mud brick house plans excavated. 
ENII-3  LN II-III Freestanding and partly agglutinated mud-brick houses. 
ENII-2  LN III Freestanding and partly agglutinated mud-brick houses. 














ENII-4 1 18.33 <20 
Rectilinear mudbrick house, 20 cm above 4A house. Poorly preserved. Oven 
opposite entrance. 
ENII-4 2 20.13 20-30 
Rectilinear mudbrick house. Built over a house from 4B. Oven opposite 
entrance. 
ENII-4 3 N/A N/A 
Rectilinear mudbrick house. Door in C of W long wall. Earthen floor plastered 
with clay. Oven opposite entrance. 
ENII-3 1 16.74 <20 
Rectilinear mudbrick house. Two platforms, hearth, and two grinding 
installations. Complete vessels. 
ENII-3 2 17.14 <20 
Rectilinear mudbrick house. Oven opposite entrance, flanked by two 
platforms. 
ENII-3 3 22.92 20-30 
Rectilinear mudbrick house with oven opposite entrance; sharing one wall 
with house 3.4. 
ENII-3 4 18.71 <20 Rectilinear mudbrick house with oven opposite entrance 
ENII-3 5 25.71 20-30 Rectilinear mudbrick house with oven opposite entrance 
ENII-3 6 20.87 20-30 Rectilinear mudbrick house with oven opposite entrance 




ENII-3 8 18.7 <20 
Burnt two-room mudbrick house, found with a complete household inventory, 
as well as with 8 or 9 burnt skeletons of a man, women and children. Finds: 
necklaces, large amount of stone axes, bone tools, large pot. 
ENII-3 9 18.43 <20 Partially excavated rectilinear mudbrick house. 
ENII-2 1 N/A N/A Poorly preserved mudbrick house; overlying house 3.5. 
ENII-2 2 15.18 <20 Rectilinear mudbrick house with oven in corner. 
ENII-2 3 24.91 20-30 
Part of three-room mudbrick building: 'living room'. Platform. Finds: Female 
figurine on platform; head of a figurine; stone mortars; smoothed stones; hand 
axes. 
ENII-2 4 20.72 20-30 
Part of three-room mudbrick building: 'storage room'. 12 fixed bins. Finds: 2 
jars, grinding stone, 15 clay beads 
ENII-2 5 22.4 20-30 
Part of three-room mudbrick building: 'work room'. Finds: pottery vessels, pile 
of 500 sling pellets, stone tools, grinding stones and mortars. 3D foot model of 
life size. 
ENII-2 6 18 <20 
Freestanding mudbrick building. Finds: numerous grinding stones, mortar, 
pestles. 
2 HACILAR HÖYÜK 
Site information 
Coordinates 37.574678 30.085515 Site Size 1.8 ha Site Type Mound 
Elevation 950 m asl Dimensions 
d = 150 m; h = 1.5 
m 
Deposit 5 m 
Region Burdur Periods LN, EC 
Date range 6350-5700 Time Blocks II, III, IV Other Periods - 
Excavation Information 
When 1957-1960; 1985-1986 Exposed area 3600 m2 
By J. Mellaart; R. Duru 
Publication Mellaart 1958, 1959,  1960a, 1961, 1970 
What 
Excavation project of the 
British School 













Extensively excavated burnt mudbrick village: partly conglomerated mudbrick 









Almost fully excavated 'compound' settlement: walled settlement with 





Partly excavated 'fortress': clustered two-storey mudbrick houses with interior 

















VI P1 45 30-50 
Rectilinear house with at least one kitchen extension; flat-topped oven, raised 
hearth; two fire boxes. 
VI P2 41 30-50 
Rectilinear house with at least one kitchen extension; flat-topped oven, raised 
hearth. 
VI P3 29.4 20-30 Partially excavated rectilinear house, built against P1. 
VI P4 N/A - Partially excavated house or annex; fire box. 
VI Q2 44 30-50 
Fully excavated rectilinear mudbrick house with twp kitchen extensions. 
Interior contained a flat-topped oven, raised hearth, fire boxes, storage bins. 
VI Q3 28.5 20-30 
House in between Q5 and Q4, without own walls. Domed oven, combined with 
hearth; bins. 
VI Q4 36.54 30-50 
Fully excavated rectilinear house, with well-preserved interior and kitchen 
extension. Flat-topped oven, raised hearth, bins in the interior; kitchen 
extension with bins and grinding platform. 
VI Q5 66 
50-
100 
Partially excavated large house,  with interior partitions. Flat-topped oven, 
combined with hearth. Oven in recess, also with narrow bench. Fire box; bins. 
Grinding platform. 
VI Q6 N/A 20-30 
Partially excavated house, built against the back wall of Q4. Flat-topped oven, 
combined with hearth; bins 
VI Q7 N/A 20-30 
Partially excavated house, built against Q3 and Q4. Flat-topped oven, 
combined with hearth; bins 
II P1 46.7 30-50 
Burnt rectilinear mudbrick building with an oven, several hearths, a platform. 
Interior partitioning and sliding door found, associated with a small court with 
a well. Building interpreted as a 'shrine' by Mellaart, dated to the earlier phase 
IIA. 
II Q2/3/4 55 
50-
100 
Building with three rooms, possibly part of a two-storey building. Both the 
back room (Q4) and the front room (Q3) contained an oven and a hearth. 
II Q5/6/7 55 
50-
100 
Building with three rooms sharing an entrance with Q2/3/4. Back room (Q7), 
was considered a 'shrine' by Mellaart, and was accessible through front rooms 
Q5 ad Q6. 
II N3/6 22.4 20-30 Building with front room (N3) and back room (N6). 
II N4/5 17.3 <20 
Building with front room (N5) and back room (N4). Back room contained an 
oven. 
II N1/7 18.2 <20 
Building with front room (N7) and back room (N1). Front room contained an 
oven. 
II R1 32.6 30-50 One-room building with possible annex; interior platform and hearth. 
II N0 22 20-30 One-room building; partially excavated, poorly preserved. 
I 1 31.9 30-50 
Ground floor space of two-storey mudbrick building with interior buttresses; 
hearth, platforms 
I 2 21 20-30 Ground floor space of two-storey building; hearth. Connected to 1. 
I 5 32.86 30-50 
Ground floor space of two-storey mudbrick building with interior buttresses; 
hearth, platforms 
I 6 34.76 30-50 Ground floor space of two-storey building; hearth, platform 




I 20 - - Ground floor space of two-storey mudbrick building with interior buttresses 
I 24 37.52 30-50 Ground floor space of two-storey mudbrick building with interior buttresses 
I 25 41.04 30-50 Ground floor space of two-storey mudbrick building with interior buttresses 
2 HACILAR ACERAMIC 
Site information 
Coordinates 37.574678 30.085515 Site Size 3-4 ha? Site Type 
flat 
extended 
Elevation 945 m asl Dimensions d = 300-400 m Deposit 1.5 m 
Region Burdur Periods Aceramic Neolithic? 
Date range 8th millennium? Time Blocks Pre-I Other Periods LN/EC 
Excavation Information 
When 1960; 1985-1986 Exposed area 180 m2 
By James Mellaart; Refik Duru 
Publication Mellaart 1970; Duru 1989 
What 
Excavation project of the 
British School (1960); 
excavation of Istanbul 
University (1985-86) 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
Acer.  
I-VII 
8th mill.? PPN/EN pre-I/I 
Small portions of buildings with mud walls were excavated, incl. part of a 
phase V room with a red plaster floor. Several ovens, hearths and bins were 
located in an (apparently) open courtyard area between buildings. 
3 HÖYÜCEK 
Site information 
Coordinates 37.450000 30.550000 Site Size 1.1 ha Site Type Mound 
Elevation 750 m asl Dimensions d=120 m, h=4 m Deposit 6 m 
Region Bucak Plain Periods (EN) LN, EC 
Date range 6400-6000/5800 Time Blocks II-IV Other Periods - 
Excavation Information 
When 1989-1992 Exposed area 1000 m2 
By Refik Duru, Gülsün Umurtak 
Publication Duru/Umurtak 2005 
What 
Excavation project of Istanbul 
University 















'Shrine Phase', containing five conglomerated mud brick buildings. Most of 





'Sanctuaries Phase', consisting of three concentrations of finds and several 

















Sh.P 1 33 30-50 
Burnt mud brick building; poor preservation. Sling pellets, stone axes. 
Uncertainty about stratigraphic position of oven: in the house or above the 
house? 
Sh.P 2 20 <20 
Burnt mud brick building; interior oven and several mud bins opposite the 
entrance. 
Sh.P 3 42.4 30-50 
Burnt mud brick building, good preservation. Interpreted as a 'Temple'. Large 
oven and a fire box; marble bowls. Three entrances; outdoor 'work areas' 
adjacent to these entrances. 
Sh.P 4 31.5 30-50 
Burnt mud brick building, good preservation. Interpreted as the 'adyton', with 
a large number of 'special finds'. Accessible via building 3. Connected storage 
area with several fixed grain silos. 
Sh.P 5 60 
50-
100 
Burnt mud brick building, good preservation. Interpreted as the 'house of the 




Coordinates 37.630000 30.160000 Site Size 0.5 ha Site Type Mound 
Elevation 935 m asl 
Mound 
dim. 
90 x 60 m; 
h = 8 m 
Deposit 3 m 
Region Burdur Plain Periods LN, EC 
Date range 6100-5700 Time Blocks III-IV Other Periods LC, EBA 
Excavation Information 
When 1978-1988 Exposed area c. 2000 m2 
By Refik Duru 
Publication Duru 1994, 1996 
What 
Excavation project of Istanbul 
University 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
13 6200? LN III No architectural remains: ex situ pottery. 
12  LN III Two rectilinear buildings and one curvilinear structure with stone foundations. 
11  LN III 26 m long enclosure/fortification wall with round ‘towers’; no house plans. 
10  LN III Poorly preserved architectural remains 
9  LN III Two rectilinear houses 
8  LN III Five rectilinear house with stone foundations, in a poorly preserved state. 
7 5800 EC IV 














12 12.1 41.82 30-50 Rectilinear house, stone foundations 
12 12.2 12.21 <20 Round structure, connected to 12.1; interior hearth. 
12 12.3 26.04 20-30 Rectilinear house, stone foundations; partially preserved. 
9 9.1 18 <20 Rectilinear house, stone foundations 
9 9.2 N/A N/A Partially excavated rectilinear structure, stone foundations 
8 8.1 26 20-30 Partially excavated rectilinear house, stone foundations 
8 8.2 21.3 20-30 Partially excavated rectilinear house, stone foundations 
8 8.3 35.26 30-50 
Partially excavated rectilinear house, stone foundations; partly intersecting 
with remains from phase 11. 
8 8.4 25.56 20-30 Partially excavated rectilinear house, stone foundations; connected to 8.5. 
8 8.5 N/A N/A Partially excavated rectilinear house, stone foundations; connected to 8.4. 
7 7.1 39.6 30-50 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
7 7.2/3 33.6 30-50 Two-room mud brick building with interior buttresses 
7 7.4 18.8 <20 Small mud brick building with two interior buttresses 
7 7.5 34.02 30-50 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
7 7.6 53.96 
50-
100 
Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
7 7.7 24.82 20-30 
Freestanding rectilinear mud brick building with two interior buttresses; partly 
preserved. 
7 7.8 52.54 
50-
100 
Freestanding, square mud brick building with four interior buttresses 
SECONDARY EXCAVATIONS (5-6) 
5 HACILAR BÜYÜK HÖYÜK 
Coordinates 37.584709 30.084729 Site Size 3 ha Site Type Mound 
Elevation 920 m asl References Umurtak and Duru 2016 
Date range First half 6th mill. Time Blocks IV Periods EC, EBA 
Comments 
Excavation project of Istanbul University by Duru and Umurtak (2011-15). Mainly EBA remains. 
Soundings in central area of the settlement reached 6th mill. strata. 
6 YARIM HÖYÜK/KURNA HÖYÜK 
Coordinates 37.701900 30.350770 Site Size N/A Site Type Mound 
Elevation 1195 m asl Reference TAY-database: tayproject.org 
Date range First half 6th mill. Time Blocks IV Periods LN/EC 








SURVEY SITES (7-43) 
Survey projects Mellaart, Birmingham, Özsait (1982-2010) 
Publications Özsait 1983, 1984, 1985, 1988, 1990, 1992, 1994, 1995, 2010 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period(s) TB Type 
Dimensions 
(m) 
7 Adatepe 37.45132 29.98908 1045 
LN-EC - Hacılar 
VI 
III mound N/A 








10 Beyköy 37.21023 29.73274 1210 Hacılar II/I IV mound 100 x150 
11 Çamur Höyük 37.3557 29.84581 1160 Hacılar VI, II/I 
III-
IV 
mound 100 x 200 











100 x 200 




15 Dereköy 1 37.67225211 29.81127008 990 Hacılar II/I IV N/A N/A 




17 Efeoǧlu 37.14538227 30.29244114 880 Hacılar VI, II/I 
III-
IV 
mound d = 150 
18 Eskiköy Yeri 37.30855684 30.26905856 950 Hacılar VI, II/I 
III-
IV 
mound 60x100 base 
19 Gölde 37.50432724 30.24459159 1300 Hacılar VI III mound N/A 
20 Heybeli 37.36627 30.34068 800 Hacılar II/I IV mound N/A 












37.39700771 29.85089772 1290 Hacılar VI III cave N/A 








27 Karaçal Höyük 37.55951 30.06579 935 Hacılar II/I IV mound N/A 















31 Keçili 37.36714237 30.40234824 810 
pre-Hacılar, 
Hacılar VI, II/I 
I-IV mound N/A 
32 Kızlar Höyük 4 37.27379963 30.3083857 840 
pre-Hacılar, 
Hacılar VI 
I-III mound N/A 




34 Leylekbeleni 37.60362 30.38748 1195 Hacılar II/I IV mound 150x300 
35 Mürseller 37.41283353 29.94527813 1100 Hacılar II/I IV mound 250x150 








38 Seydiler Höyük 37.25399993 29.80909175 1210 Hacılar VI, II/I 
III-
IV 
mound d = 120 




37.20193064 30.32873492 820 Hacılar VI, II/I IV mound 150x200 
41 Yakalar 37.32556593 30.0032149 1200 Hacılar II/I IV mound 200x300 
42 Yazır Höyük 37.67672 29.88506 1008 Hacılar II/I IV mound d=200 





















KEY SITES (1-4) 
1 ÇUKURIÇI HÖYÜK 
Site Information 
Coordinates 37.929167 27.359444 Site Size 1.1-2 ha Site Type mound 
Elevation 28 m asl Dimensions 
200x100 m;  
h=3 m. 
Deposit 3.5 m 
Region Plain of Bülbüldağ Periods EN, LN 
Date range 6700-6000 Time Blocks I-III 
Other 
Periods 
LC, EBA I 
Excavation Information 
When 2006-2015 Exposed area 250 m2 
By B. Horejs 
Publication 
Horejs 2010, 2012a, 2012b 2013, 2014a; 
Horejs et al. 2015; Horejs 2017 What 
Excavation of the OREA Institute of 
the Austrian Academy of Sciences 




TB Architectural remains and settlement plan 
XIII 6680-6600 EN I Small deep sounding excavated; building with red plaster floor. 
XII 6600-6500 EN I Small deep sounding excavated; no architectural remains. 
XI 6500-6400 LN II Small deep sounding excavated; no architectural remains. 
X 6400-6300 LN II 
Larger area excavated (c. 250 m2). Three freestanding houses, arranged in a 
row, excavated. 
IX 6300-6200 LN II 
Larger area excavated (c. 250 m2). Architecture and outdoor areas overlying 
architecture of phase X. 
VIII 6200-5970 LN III 
Larger area excavated (c. 250 m2). Architecture and outdoor areas overlying 









XIII 24 N/A - Partially excavated indoor area. Clay wall, red plaster floor 
X 10 11.2 <20 Rectilinear house, slightly trapezoidal plan; interior fully excavated. 
X 12 45-53? 
50-
100 
Partially excavated rectilinear building with stone foundations; burnt. Entrance 
in middle of W wall. Interior fire installations. 8.5 m length and unknown 
width. 
X 13 12.7 <20 
Partially excavated rectilinear building; entrance in middle of S wall; most of 
the interior not excavated. 
IX 3 N/A - Rectilinear building, stone foundations; corner excavated. 
IX 6 32.2 20-30 





IX 7 N/A - One wall excavated; house or outdoor area adjacent to Complex 6. 
IX 9 N/A - Disturbed and partially excavated rectilinear building, stone foundations 
VIII 21 39.2 30-50 
Rectilinear building with small protrusion; entrance possibly in center of S wall. 
Five floor renewals. Built over the remains of Complex 6. 
2 EGE GÜBRE 
Site Information 
Coordinates 38.747322 26.932550 Site Size 3 ha? Site Type flat 
Elevation 0 m asl Dimensions 75 x 400 m Deposit 1 m? 
Region Aliağa Periods LN, EC 





When 1994, 2000, 2004-2008 Exposed area 2700 m2 
By H. Sağlamtimur 
Publication Sağlamtimur 2011, 2012 
What 
Rescue exc. in an industrial area by 
Izmir Archaeology Museum and Ege 
University 




TB Architectural remains and settlement plan 
IV 6200-6000 LN III 
Only excavated in small areas in the courtyard and underneath phase III 
buildings DY6 and DY1. One partially excavated round wall foundation and 
several clusters of pyrotechnical features. 
IIIb 6000- EC III-IV 
Large area excavated; rectilinear architecture with stone foundations; 
characteristic round annexes. Enclosure or flood retaining wall along the 
settled terrain. 
IIIa -5700 EC IV 
Large area excavated; continuity of spatial organization with phase IIIb. Newly 









IV N/A N/A - Part of a round wall foundation, underneath building DY1. 
IIIb DY1 51.6 
50-
100 
Centrally located rectilinear building with two round annexes attached. 
IIIb DY2 29.52 20-30 
Small rectilinear building with stone foundations, with interior hearth. Located 
against the 'enclosure wall'. 
IIIb DY5 12.95 <20 
Partially excavated building with unclear layout; possibly round annex and 
adjacent outdoor workshop area. 
IIIb DY3 N/A - Partially excavated building. 
IIIa DY6 29.04 20-30 
Rectilinear building with stone foundations, inserted into the remains of older 
building DY1. Interior hearth/oven. 
IIIa DY9 N/A <20 Part of group of agguntinated spaces DY7/8/9. Associated oven/hearth. 
IIIa DY8 9.86 <20 Part of group of agguntinated spaces DY7/8/9. Associated oven/hearth. 




IIIa DY10 32.64 30-50 Partially excavated freestanding rectilinear building. 
IIIa DY11 26 20-30 Partially excavated rectilinear building. 
IIIa DY12 34.04 30-50 
Rectilinear freestanding building with stone foundations, possibly two rooms. 
With associated outdoor workshop area with oven and midden. 
3 ULUCAK HÖYÜK 
Site Information 
Coordinates 38.466723 27.352308 Site Size 3 ha Site Type mound 
Elevation 220 m asl Dimensions 
120x150 m; h 
= 5 m 
Deposit 10 m 
Region Upper Nif Valley Periods EN, LN, EC, MC 






When 1995-present Exposed area 900 m2 
By A. Çilingiroğlu; Ö. Çevik 
Publication 
A. Çilingiroğlu et al. 2004, 2012; Çevik and 
Vuruşkan 2015 What 
Excavation of Ege University (1995-
2008), and University of Thrace and 
Ege University (2009-present) 




TB Architectural remains and settlement plan 
VIa-b 6700-6500 EN I Rectilinear buildings with red plaster floors. 
Vf-c 6500-6200 LN II No architecture excavated; possibly mud and wood architecture. 
Vb 6200-6100 LN III Freestanding mud and wood houses, mainly excavated in two trenches. 
Va 6100-6000 LN III Agglutinated mud and wood rooms, mainly excavated in two trenches. 
IVk-c 6000-5800 EC III-IV Mud brick on stone foundations; limited excavation. 
IVb 5800-5700 EC IV Extensively excavated burnt mud brick settlement with conglomerated houses. 









VI 43 N/A 20-30 Rectilinear building, loam walls, red plaster floor; round hearth. 
VI 42 N/A 20-30 Rectilinear building, loam walls, red plaster floor; round hearth. 
Vf 53 N/A - Stone wall foundation. 
Vb 30 14 <20 
Rectilinear freestanding mud and wood house, burnt and fully excavated, with 
interior containing a large number of mud storage bins, a platform and a 
hearth. 
Vb 31 N/A <20 
Rectilinear mud and wood building adjacent to building 33, small corner 
excavated. 
Vb 33 N/A <20 
Rectilinear freestanding mud and wood house, partially excavated. Interior 




Vb 47 6.72 <20 
Round structure with interio hearth. Interpreted as a special building; 
contained a frog figurine and a buried puppy. 
Vb 51 10.36 <20 Rectilinear mud and wood building, partly excavated; details not yet published. 
Va 22 12.25 <20 Aggutinated mud and wood architecture; oven, three storage bins 
Va 23 18 <20 
Rectilinear room within cluster of aggutinated mud and wood architecture; 
oven, five storage bins 
Va 24 N/A <20 Aggutinated mud and wood architecture; oven, two storage bins 
Va 25 N/A - Aggutinated mud and wood architecture: partly excavated room. 
Va 26 N/A - Aggutinated mud and wood architecture: partly excavated room with bin. 
Va 46 N/A - Partly excavated mud and wood structure; overlying building 51 (phase Vb). 
IVg 17 N/A - Remains of mud brick building, excavated in deep sounding. 
IVc 15 N/A - Remains of mud brick building, excavated in deep sounding. 
IVc 16 N/A - Remains of mud brick building, excavated in deep sounding. 
IVb2 3 15.6 <20 Mud brick house with flat-roofed oven; possibly linked to house 4. 
IVb2 4 17.28 <20 
Mud brick house; Flat-roofed oven; millstone and pestle; possibly linked to 
house 3. 
IVb2 5 22.5 20-30 
Mud brick house without interior installations; with courtyard in front (number 
9). Courtyard contained a hearth and a grinding installation. 
IVb2 6 17.5 <20 Mud brick house with 2 ovens and 2 low platforms; possibly linked to house 7. 
IVb2 7 20.25 20-30 Mud brick house with oven and ash pit; possibly linked to house 6. 
IVb2 8 30 30-50 Mud brick house with  2 small round hearths, platform and interior partition. 
IVb2 10 30.8 30-50 Mud brick house built against house 8, with oven, hearth, ash pit, and platform 
IVb2 12 26.55 20-30 Mud brick house; oven, grinding installation, hearth. 
IVb2 13 38.5 30-50 
Fully excavated mud brick house with two rooms; two hearths, two ovens. 
Associated courtyard (no. 11) contained an oven. 
IVb2 14 N/A 30-50 Partially excavated mud brick house. 
IVb2 18 N/A - Partially excavated mud brick house. 
IVb2 19 N/A 30-50 Partially excavated mud brick house with front yard (20). 
IVb2 21 N/A - Partially excavated mud brick house 
IVb2 52 41.58 30-50 Mud brick house; oven, grinding installation, platform, storage bins 
III 49 N/A - Rectilinear freestanding building with pisé and posthole walls 
4 YEŞILOVA HÖYÜK 
Site Information 
Coordinates 38.441903 27.214327 Site Size 7 ha? Site Type mound 




Region Bornova Plain Periods LN, EC 










When 2005, 2008-present Exposed area 3000 m2 
By Z. Derin 
Publication Derin 2012a; Derin et al. 2016 and 2017 
What 
Excavation and archaeopark project 
by Izmir Archaeology Museum and 
Ege University 




TB Architectural remains and settlement plan 
IV.8-5 6500- LN II Very little excavated; excavator suggests wattle and daub houses. 
IV.4-3  LN III Very little excavated; excavator suggests wattle and daub houses. 
IV.2  EC IV 
Possibly similar to IV.1; one partial house plan excavated under one of the IV.1 
houses. 
IV.1 -5800 EC IV 
Seven rectilinear houses with stone foundations and piled mud walls, arranged 









IV.1 1 27.8 20-30 
Rectilinear freestanding house with stone foundations, piled mud walls. 
Interior: platform 
IV.1 2 13.8 <20 
Rectilinear freestanding house with stone foundations, piled mud walls. 
Interior: platform 
IV.1 3 22.8 20-30 
Rectilinear freestanding house with stone foundations, piled mud walls. 
Interior: unspec. domestic installation. 
IV.1 4 26.8 20-30 
Rectilinear freestanding house with stone foundations, piled mud walls. 
Interior: platform. Associated with outdoor storage bins. 
IV.1 5 64 
50-
100 
Rectilinear freestanding house with stone foundations, piled mud walls. With 
poorly preserved interior? 
IV.1 6 31.5 30-50 
Rectilinear freestanding house with stone foundations, piled mud walls. With 
interior oven and associated outdoor area with oven. 
IV.1 7A 50.4 
50-
100 
Rectilinear freestanding house, with possible interior partition. 
IV.2 7B N/A - Partially excavated house underlying house 7A. With interior oven. 
SECONDARY EXCAVATIONS (5-9) 
5 ARVALYA HÖYÜK 
Coordinates 37.915044 27.295689 Site Size 
0.6 ha (100 x 
60 m) 




Elev. 30 m asl References Stock et al. 2015 
Date range 6500-5700? Time Blocks II-IV Periods 
LN, EC (LC, 
EBA) 




6 DEDECIK HEYBELITEPE 




Elev. 35 m asl References Herling et al. 2008; Lichter and Meriç 2012 
Date range 5900-5700? Time Blocks IV Periods EC 
Comments 
Small-scale excavation by the German Institute of Archaeology in Istanbul (2003-2004), by Lichter 
and Meriç. 154 m2 exposed. 
7 KÜÇÜK YAMANLAR 
Coordinates 38.532472 27.135904 Site Size N/A Site Type 
slope 
settlement 
Region Karsikaya Elev. 50 m asl References Meriç 1993; TAY-database: tayproject.org 
Date range late 7th mill-early 6th mill Time Blocks III-IV? Periods LN/EC 
Comments Small-scale rescue excavation by Izmir Archaeology Museum (Baran, 1971). RSBW was found. 
8 YASSITEPE 




Elev. 18 m asl References Derin et al. 2016, 2017 
Date range 5900-? Time Blocks IV Periods EC (EBA) 
Comments 
Current excavation of Z. Derin at Bronze Age site, with small sounding reaching early 6th millennium 
strata. 
SURVEY SITES (9-20) 
Surveys projects French (1960s; French 1965), Meriç (1980s); Lichter (2002); Derin (2000s); Günel (2000s) 




38.70457113 26.97518281 40 LN-EC 
III-
IV 
flat Lichter 2002 
10 Barbaros Tepeüstü 38.33099881 26.58929219 200 LN III flat Erdoğu 2003 
11 Höyücek 2 38.70589653 27.0058272 25 LN/EC II-IV mound Meriç 1993 
12 Nemrut Höyük 38.44731677 27.53756996 100 LN III mound Meriç 1993 
13 Torbalı-Tepeköy 38.20360175 27.36239183 70 LN III mound 
Lichter and Meriç 
2007 
14 Yenmiş Höyük 38.45613271 27.44676573 180 LN III mound 
Derin and Batmaz 
2004 
15 Çaltıdere 38.84724279 27.02815021 0 LN-EC 
III-
IV 
mound Meriç 1993 
16 Kuşçuburun 38.21611579 27.33438093 100 LN 
III-
IV 
mound Meriç 1993 
17 Köprüova 37.95067494 27.75887473 200 LN II-III flat Günel 2003, 2006 
18 Çakallar Tepesı 38.29160646 26.76042664 45 EC IV mound Derin 2006 























KEY SITES (1-4) 
1 AKTOPRAKLIK B 
Site Information 
Coordinates 40.171999 28.771190 Site Size 4 ha Site Type mound 
Elevation 100 m asl Dimensions 200 x 200 m Deposit c. 4 m? 
Region Ulubat Periods EC, MC 
Date range 6000-5400 
Time 
Blocks 
III-IV; V Other Periods - 
Excavation Information 
When 2004-present Exposed area 5600 m2 
By N. Karul 
Publication Karul and Avcı 2011, 2013 
What 
Large-scale excavation and 
archaeopark project by Istanbul 
University 




TB Architectural remains and settlement plan 
Early 6000-5800 Class Fik III-IV At least one house plan excavated; mud brick. 
Middle 5800-5700 EC IV 
Around 30 mud brick houses with interior buttresses excavated, arranged 
in two or three circular settlement clusters. One settlement cluster was 
surrounded by a wide enclosure ditch. 
Late 5500-5400 MC V 










middle 1 14.82 <20 Mud brick building with interior buttresses; one oven/hearth 
middle 2 23.4 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 3 28.8 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses; one oven/hearth 
middle 4 27.93 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses; one oven/hearth 
middle 5 25.96 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 6 25.2 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses; one oven/hearth 
middle 7 26.64 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses; one oven/hearth 
middle 8 22.62 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses; one oven/hearth 
middle 9 26.84 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses; one oven/hearth 
middle 10 24.94 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses; two ovens/hearths 
middle 11 24.64 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses; one oven/hearth 
middle 12 23.78 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses; one oven/hearth 
middle 13 34.65 30-50 Mud brick building with interior buttresses; three ovens/hearths 
middle 14 29.4 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 




middle 16 27.5 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 17 26.5 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 18 31.36 30-50 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 19 N/A N/A Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 20 N/A N/A Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 21 N/A N/A Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 22 21.62 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 23 22.05 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 24 24.84 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 25 N/A N/A Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 26 28.5 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 27 18.33 <20 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 28 28.81 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 29 28.6 20-30 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 30 N/A N/A Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
middle 31 N/A N/A Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
late 1 12.6 <20 Oval pit dwelling 
late 2 11.55 <20 Oval pit dwelling 
late 3 9.9 <20 Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 4 10.23 <20 Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 5 10.89 <20 Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 6 8.96 <20 Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 7 10.44 <20 Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 8 13.2 <20 Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 9 N/A N/A Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 10 8.75 <20 Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 11 10.26 <20 Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 12 8.32 <20 Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 13 8.4 <20 Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 14 8.06 <20 Oval pit dwelling; oven. 
late 15 N/A N/A Oval pit dwelling 
2 AKTOPRAKLIK C 
Site Information 
Coordinates 40.175758 28.770225 Site Size 0,12 ha Site Type 
slope 
settlement 
Elevation 105 m asl Site dim. 30 x 40 m Deposit 1 m? 
Region Ulubat Periods LN, EC 
Date range 6300-5600 
Time 
Blocks 
II-III; IV Other Periods Rom/Byz. 
Excavation Information 




By N. Karul 
Publication Karul and Avcı 2011 
What 
Large-scale excavation and 
archaeopark project by Istanbul 
University 




TB Architectural remains and settlement plan 
1 6300-6200 Arch. Fik. II Several stone circles 
2 6200-6000 Arch. Fik. III Six round pit dwellings 









2 1 7 <20 Round pit dwelling 
2 2 9.6 <20 Round pit dwelling 
2 3 9.6 <20 Round pit dwelling 
2 4 7 <20 Round pit dwelling 
2 5 4.9 <20 Round pit dwelling 
2 6 4.9 <20 Round pit dwelling 
3 BARCIN HÖYÜK 
Site Information 
Coordinates 40.266962 29.602150 Site Size 1 ha Site Type mound 
Elevation 230 m asl 
Mound 
dim. 
d = 100 m; 
h = 3 m 
Deposit 4.5 m 
Region Yenişehir Periods EN, LN, MC 
Date range 




I-III; V Other Periods 
LC, EBA, MBA, 
Rom, Byz. 
Excavation Information 
When 2005-2015 Exposed area 400-600 m2 
By J. Roodenberg; F. Gerritsen 
Publication 
Roodenberg et al. 2008; Gerritsen et al. 2013a, 
2013b; Gerritsen and Özbal 2016. What 
Large-scale excavation of the 
Netherlands Institute in Turkey. 









Two aligned/agglutinated wooden post buildings; enclosure ditch. 





Row of agglutinated mud and wood rooms, vertically superimposed to VIe 
















Change in spatial organization: freestanding mud and wood houses with 

















VIe 24 24.42 20-30 
Rectilinear building consisting of three rows of post(hole)s. Several 
pyrotechnical features (fire pits). 
VIe 25 18 <20 Rectilinear building consisting of three rows of post(hole)s. 
VId1 21 10.14 <20 
Almost square burnt mud and wood room with two phases of occupation. 
Features include a wooden mud-plastered floor, mud-plastered walls, a 
hearth, and several tools. 
VId1 2b 22.23 20-30 
Rectilinear burnt mud and wood room with two phases of occupation. 
Features include an interior oven, several hearths. 
VId1 2a 12.4 <20 
Almost square burnt mud and wood room with two phases of occupation. 
Features include a wooden mud-plastered floor, a fire box, a storage 
deposit of lentils, several horn cores, a full cattle skull, pottery, and tools. 
VId1 19 24.19 20-30 
Rectilinear mud and wood room with two phases of construction. Early 
phase: no installations and finds, red floor of pulverized material, multiple 
entrances; late phase: oven, changes in entrances. 
VId2/3 15 28.8 20-30 Rectilinear mud and wood house with poorly preserved interior. 
VId2/3 10 7 <20 Annex or work room; many tools and raw materials; no installations. 
VId2/3 3 6 <20 Annex or work room; many tools and raw materials; no installations. 
VId2/3 4 N/A N/A 
Partially excavated structure, possibly a house similar in size to Structure 
15. 
VIc 14 25.2 20-30 Rectilinear house with poorly preserved interior. 
VIb 5 23.9 20-30 Rectilinear house with poorly preserved interior. One room, small annex. 
VIb 12 N/A N/A Rectilinear house with poorly preserved interior. One room, small annex. 
4 ILIPINAR 
Site Information 
Coordinates 40.467028 29.308649 Site Size 1 ha Site Type mound 
Elevation 100 m asl 
Mound 
dim. 
d = 100 ; h = 
7 m 
Deposit 5-7 m 
Region Orhangazi Periods LN, EC, MC 
Date range 6000-5600 
Time 
Blocks 
III-IV; V Other Periods LC, EBA, Byz 
Excavation Information 
When 1987-2001 Exposed area 2100 m2 
By J. Roodenberg 
Publication 
Roodenberg (ed.) 1995; Roodenberg and 
Thissen (eds.) 2001; Roodenberg and Alpaslan-
Roodenberg (eds.) 2008 What 
Large-scale excavations of the 








TB Architectural remains and settlement plan 
X 6100/6000- LN/EC III 
Mud and wood buildings, radial pattern; excavated in the 'Big Square'. 
Three habitation layers. 
IX  EC III Mud and wood buildings, radial pattern; excavated in the 'Big Square' 
VIII  EC IV Mud and wood buildings, radial pattern; excavated in the 'Big Square' 
VII  EC IV Transition phase: few excavated architectural remains. 
VI 5800- EC IV 
Chained mud brick architecture, arranged in a (semi) circle around the 
settled area. Extensively excavated. 
VA -5700 EC IV 
Buttressed mud brick architecture, possibly following the layout of phase 
VI. 

















Rectilinear mud and wood building; with platform, hearth/oven, grinding 
installation, table against roof support, fixed bin 
IX III_H1 N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood building 
IX III_H2 31.35 30-50 Rectilinear mud and wood building 
IX II_H1 27.5 20-30 Rectilinear mud and wood building 
IX II_H2 N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood building 
IX II_H3 N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood building 
IX II_H4 N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII IV_H1 9 <20 Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII IV_H2 N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII IV_H3 N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII IV_H4A N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII IV_H4B N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII IV_H5 16.8 <20 Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII IV_H6 26.4 20-30 Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII IV_H7 24.96 20-30 Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII I_H1 19.24 <20 Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII I_H2 N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII I_H3 33 30-50 Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII I_H4 N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VIII I_H6 27.84 20-30 Rectilinear mud and wood building 
VI H1 N/A - Two-storey mud brick building, chained. Poorly preserved. 




VI H8 14.8 20-30 
Two-storey mud brick building, chained; with rectangular oven; tables 
attached to posts; oven on the second floor 
VI H13 16 30-50 
Two-storey mud brick building, chained; with large fixed bin; oven on 
second floor 
VI H14 16 30-50 Two-storey mud brick building, chained 
VI H17 17.22 30-50 Two-storey mud brick building, chained 
VI H31 16.77 30-50 Two-storey mud brick building, chained 
VI H32 17.2 30-50 Two-storey mud brick building, chained 
VI H33 17.63 30-50 Two-storey mud brick building, chained 
VI H34 13.65 20-30 Two-storey mud brick building, chained 
VI H36 18.86 30-50 Two-storey mud brick building, chained 
VI H37 18.8 30-50 Two-storey mud brick building, chained 
VI H38 18 30-50 Two-storey mud brick building, chained 
VI H40 18 30-50 Two-storey mud brick building, chained 
VA H1 
w = 6,3 
m 
30-50 
Mud brick building with interior buttresses; with oven, two cooking 
installations, six basket bins, fireplace, grinding installation/basin. 
Associated with front yard with storage facilities. 
VA H2 w = 6 m 30-50 Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
VA H3 N/A - Mud brick building with interior buttresses; with oven 
VA H4 N/A - Mud brick building with interior buttresses 
VB 1 15.64 <20 Oval pit dwelling; with oven, grinding installation 
VB 2 11.31 <20 Oval pit dwelling; with oven 
VB 3 13.6 <20 Oval pit dwelling; with oven, grinding installation 
VB 4 11.1 <20 Oval pit dwelling; with oven, grinding installation 
VB 5 13.63 <20 Oval pit dwelling; with oven 
VB 6 9 <20 Oval pit dwelling; with oven, grinding installation 
VB 7 26.22 20-30 Oval pit dwelling; with oven, grinding installation 
VB 8 N/A - Oval pit dwelling; with grinding installation, bins 
VB 9 N/A - Oval pit dwelling 
SECONDARY EXCAVATIONS (5-10) 
5 FIKIRTEPE 
Site Information 
Coordinates 40.975697 29.051409 Site Size 1-2 ha? Site Type Flat 
Region Istanbul Elev. 30 m asl Reference Bittel 1969-1970; Özdoğan 2013, 173-4 
Date range 6200-5800 
Time 
Blocks 
III-IV Other Periods - 
Comments 
Excavations by Kurt Bittel of the German Institute of Archaeology in Turkey (1952-1954; 1960). 
Close to 500 m2 was excavated; Neolithic deposit was 1-1.5 m thick. 








Arch. 6200- LN III In the pubished results, no clear distinction is made between phases of the 
settlement. A number of 5 round pit dwellings is reported, without 









N/A 1 9.6 <20 Wattle and daub pit dwelling, d = 3,5 m 
6 GÖZTEPE 
Coordinates 40.647198 29.214385 Site Size N/A Site Type Flat 
Region Yalova Elev. 40 m asl Reference TAY-database: tayproject.org 
Date range early 6th mill? 
Time 
Blocks 
III Other Periods - 
Comments 
Small-scale trial excavation (4 m2) by Duruyan in 1952. Site is completely destroyed now. Pottery 
cf. Fikirtepe and Pendik was found, as well as burnt loam fragments. 
7 MENTEŞE 
Site Information 
Coordinates 40,276832 29,524870 Site Size 1 ha Site Type mound 
Elevation 240 m asl Dimensions 
d = 100 m; 
h = 4 m 
Deposit 5 m 
Region Yenişehir, Bursa Periods LN, EC 
Date range 6400-5600 
Time 
Blocks 





350 m2   
By J. Roodenberg 
Publication Roodenberg 1999; Roodenberg et al. 2003 
What 
Excavations of the Netherlands 
Institute in Turkey 




TB Architectural remains and settlement plan 
str 3 
lower 












III Several rectilinear mud and wood buildings excavated. 
str 2 5950-5600 
EC/ 
Ilıpınar IX 
IV Black ashy surfaces; site abandonment? 
str 1 5600-5500 
Ilıpınar 
VA 

















nsb2 w = c 5 m 20-30 
Rectilinear mud slab and wattle and daub building with an annex; round 
bins, cooking installations in annex 
str 3 
upper 
nsb3 w = c 5 m 20-30 Rectilinear mud slab and wattle and daub building 
str 3 
upper 
nsb4 w = c 5 m 20-30 Rectilinear mud slab and wattle and daub building 
8 PENDIK 
Site Information 
Coordinates 40.883347 29.216183 Site Size 
6 ha (200 x 
300 m) 
Site Type flat 
Region Istanbul Elev. 20 m asl References Özdoğan 1983a; Özdoğan 2013, 175 
Date range 6300/6200-5800; 5600-5500 
Time 
Blocks 
III-IV; V Other Periods Byz. 
Comments 
Several episodes of excavation between 1961 and 2012 (1961; 1983; 1992; 2012), mainly 
initiated by Istanbul University (Kansu, Pasinli, Özdoğan, Kızıltan). 




TB Architectural remains and settlement plan 
Arch. 6200-5900 LN III Pit dwellings? 
Class. 5900-5700 EC IV Pit dwellings? Rectilinear building? 
EC 5600? EC IV Cemetery overlying earlier settlement site. 
9 TOPTEPE 
Site Information 
Coordinates 40.973004 27.867007 Site Size N/A Site Type mound 
Region Istanbul Elev. 15 m asl References 
Özdoğan et al. 1991; Karul 2000; Özdoğan 
2013, 178-9 
Date range 5200-4900 
Time 
Blocks 
VI Other Periods 
Karanovo V-
VI, EBA, IA 
Comments 
Rescue excavation of otherwise almost entirely destroyed mound by Özdoğan (1989). Around 
60 m2 excavated. 









Karanovo IV period: 'Toptepe Culture'. One well-preserved burnt mud and 
wood house excavated. 
4  Kar. IV VI - 









5 N/A N/A - 
Burnt rectilinear mud and wood house with two rooms. Installations 







Coordinates 40.821633 29.297241 Site Size N/A Site Type Flat 
Region Istanbul Elev. 15 m asl Reference TAY-database: tayproject.org; Kansu 1972 
Date range early 6th mill. 
Time 
Blocks 
IV Other Periods - 
Comments 
Small-scale trial excavation on school grounds by Kansu in 1965. Classical Fikirtepe pottery was 
found. 
11 YARIMBURGAZ CAVE 
Site Information 
Coordinates 41.033028 28.828649 Site Size - Site Type cave 
Region Istanbul Elev. 0 m asl Reference Özdoğan 2001d; Özdoğan 2013, 176-9. 
Date range 6100-6000; 5800-4800 
Time 
Blocks 
III; IV-VI Other Periods 
Palaeolithic; 
Hell. - Byz. 
Comments 
Cave site; excavations by Istanbul University in Upper and Lower Cave in the 1960s (Kansu) and 
in 1986 (Özdoğan). In the Upper Cave, a stratified deposit was excavated in a sinkhole. 





5 6200-6100 Arch.Fik. III Stratified deposit in a sinkhole in the Upper Cave: monochrome pottery. 
4 5700-5600 Adv. Fik. IV 
Stratified deposit in a sinkhole in the Upper Cave: excised pottery with 
"textile patterns". 
3 5600-5500  V 
Stratified deposit in a sinkhole in the Upper Cave: black and dark grey fine 
wares; some carinated forms. 
2 5500-5400  V Stratified deposit in a sinkhole in the Upper Cave; continuity with layer 3. 
0 5200-4800 Toptepe VI Deposit encountered in the Lower Cave; contemporary to Toptepe 3-5. 
12 YENIKAPI 
Site Information 
Coordinates 41.002033 28.942586 Site Size N/A Site Type flat 
Region Istanbul Elev. -6 m asl Reference Kızıltan and Polat 2013 
Date range 6200-4800 
Time 
Blocks 
III-VI Other Periods 
BA, IA, Rom, 
Byz 
Comments 
Large-scale rescue excavation due to the construction of a new Istanbul Metro line by Kızıltan 
and Polat (2004-2010). 




TB Architectural remains and settlement plan 
Arch. 6200-5900 LN III Square and oval huts reported 
Class. 5900-5700 EC IV 
Agglutinated structure, three spaces. Wattle and daub walls aligned with 
stones. 
Yarımb. 5700-5500 EC V No settlement remains. 












Class. 1 22.04 20-30 Rectilinear room, part of three-room agglutinated structure. 
Class. 2 21.5 20-30 
Rectilinear room, part of three-room agglutinated structure; with round 
bins 
Class. 3 27.84 20-30 
Rectilinear room, part of three-room agglutinated structure; with round 
bins 
SURVEY SITES (13-30) 
SOUTH MARMARA 
Surveys project Özdogan Marmara Survey 
Publications Özdoğan 1987, 1989, 1990; Özdoğan and Gatsov 1998; Yalçıklı 2014 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period(s) TB Type Dimensions 




14 Çalca 40.048094 26.958001 230 Pre pottery I 
Flat, on 
hill 
250 x 10 m 
15 Evkayası 39.714021 27.278863 380 Red Slipped III Cave N/A 
16 Gavurtarla 40.213546 27.183551 45 possibly PPN I Flat N/A 
17 
Karlıdere - Çalca 
Mevkii 
40.047299 26.9562139 240 
Classical 
Fikirtepe 
IV Flat N/A 
18 Manastır 40.502658 27.503419 20 EC? IV  N/A 
19 Musluçeşme 40.165475 28.082346 50 PPN I Flat 
300 x 300 
m 













40.048575 27.636219 70 Neolithic III Mound N/A 
23 Yılanlık 40.290055 27.593173 10 
RSBW, Late 
Fikirtepe 
III-IV Flat? N/A 
SOUTHEAST MARMARA 
Surveys project French; Özdoğan Marmara Survey 
Publications French 1967; Özdoğan 1985 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size 
24 Höyücek 40.41870924 29.74794692 120 Fikirtepe III-IV Mound 
d=150 m, 
h=5 m 
25 Marmaracık 40.23794447 29.44057465 235 Fikirtepe III-IV Mound 
d=100 m, 
h=5 m 
Publication Efe 1992 




26 Kınık 40.01367506 29.8263066 785 Ilıpınar VA IV Mound 
d= 150m, 
h= 4m 
27 Pazaryeri II 40.00415412 29.90421445 800 Ilıpınar VA IV Mound 
d= 150m, 
h= 5m 
Publication Dinçer 2010 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size 
28 Çaltepesı Cave 39.89505721 28.9515989 400 Neolithic/EC III-IV Cave N/A 
29 Kusumlar Cave 39.88309615 28.9358569 490 Neolithic/EC III-IV Cave N/A 
30 Sinekkayası 2 39.9144139 28.9347081 390 Neolithic/EC III-IV Cave N/A 
COASTAL MARMARA (W ISTANBUL) 
Surveys project Özdoğan Marmara and Thrace Survey; Aydıngün 
Publications Özdoğan 1989; Aydıngün 2009 and 2010 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size 
31 Aylapınarı Cave 41.30719419 28.25801041 190 LN/EC III-IV Cave N/A 




41.05734 28.3538 40 
Classical 
Fikirtepe 
III-IV Flat N/A 

















KEY SITES (1-8) 
COASTAL AREA (1-5) 
1 NEA NIKOMEDEIA 
Site information 
Coordinates 40.5935112171 22.260630 Site Size 1-2 ha Site Type 
Mound, in 
plain 
Region Imathia Elev. 12 m asl Dimensions 
220 x 110 m; 
2.5 m high 
Deposit 1.3 m 
Date range 6200-6000 
Time 
Blocks 
III Periods ENIII (LNII) 
Excavation Information 
When 1961-1964 Exposed area 1900 m2 
By Rodden et al. 
Publication Rodden 1962; Rodden and Wardle 1996 
What 
Large-scale systematic excavation 
by the British School 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
EN-1 6200- ENIII III Rectilinear mud and wood houses in radial pattern; enclosure ditch. 
EN-2  ENIII III Rectilinear mud and wood houses in radial pattern; enclosure ditch. 









1 1.1 49 30-50 
Almost square mud and wood building; only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
1 2.1 34.1 30-50 
Almost square mud and wood building; only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
1 3.1 48.6 30-50 
Partially excavated mud and wood building, only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
1 4.1 124.2 100< 
Large rectilinear mud and wood building, central position in settlement? 
Poorly preserved interior. 
1 5.1 33.3 30-50 Narrow rectlinear mud and wood building, partially excavated. 
1 6.1 41.6 30-50 
Partially excavated mud and wood building, only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
1 7.1 46.2 30-50 
Partially excavated mud and wood building, only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
1 8.1 N/A - Small corner of a building excavated. 
2 1.2 72.2 
50-
100 
Partially excavated mud and wood building, only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
2 2.2 28.3 20-30 Fully excavated square building, only foundation trenches preserved. 
2 3.2 77 
50-
100 





2 4.2 128.4 100< 
Large rectilinear mud and wood building, central position in settlement? 
Poorly preserved interior. 
2 5.2 N/A - Small corner of a building excavated. 
2 6.2 76.4 
50-
100 
Fully exposed rectilinear building with two rooms, only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
2 7.2 45.2 30-50 
Partially excavated mud and wood building, only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
2 8.2 22 20-30 Almost square mud and wood building. 
3 1.3 45.8 30-50 Fully excavated rectilinear building, only foundation trenches preserved. 
3 2.3 26.8 20-30 Fully excavated square building, only foundation trenches preserved. 
3 6.3 91.2 
50-
100 
Partially excavated mud and wood building, only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
3 7.3 42 30-50 
Partially excavated mud and wood building, only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
3 8.3 16.5 <20 
Partially excavated mud and wood building, only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
3 9.3 17.8 <20 
Partially excavated mud and wood building, only foundation trenches 
preserved. 
2 GIANNITSA B 
Site information 
Coordinates 40.7818839008 22.420323 Site Size N/A Site Type 
Flat, in 
foothills 
Region Giannitsa Elev. 20 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit N/A 
Date range 6500-6000; late 6th mill. 
Time 
Blocks 




When 1989-2001 Exposed area 50 m2 
By P. Chrysostomou 
Publication 
P. Chrysostomou 1992 (AEMTH 3); 1994 
(AEMTH 5); 1997a (AEMTH 7); 1997b 
(AEMTH 10A); 2003 (AEMTH15); 
Chrysostomou and Chrysostomou 1993 
(AEMTH 4) 
What 
A series of small-scale rescue 
excavations on several house plots 
around the town of Giannitsa. 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
ENI/II 6500- ENI/II II Ellipsoidal structure with posts, excavated in 1991. 
ENIII -6000 ENIII III Square structure with posts? 
LNI 5400? LNI VI Square structure (8x8 m) was excavated in 2001. Exact dating unclear. 
3 AXOS A 
Site information 
Coordinates 40.7946371597 22.376474 Site Size 3 ha Site Type 
Mound, in 
plain 
Region Giannitsa Elev. 34 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit N/A 











When 1996 Exposed area 100 m2 
By P. Chrysostomou 
Publication Chrysostomou 1997b (AEMTH 10A), 162-4 
What Trial excavation 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
1 6500- ENI/II II Rectilinear timber houses reported, one-room. 
2 -6200 ENII II-III Rectilinear timber houses reported, one-room. 
3 6200-6000 ENIII III Peculiar rectilinear structure excavated. 
4 PALIAMBELA KOLINDROU 
Site information 




Region N Pieria Elev. 64 m asl Dimensions d = c. 120 m Deposit N/A 






EN, MN, LNI 
(LNII, Byz.) 
Excavation Information 
When 2000-present Exposed area 675 m2 
By K. Kotsakis, P. Halstead 
Publication 
Kotsakis and Halstead 2004 (AEMTH 16); 
Kontogiorgos 2010. What Large-scale systematic excavation. 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
ENI 6500- ENI/II II Lowest strata of mound: pit dwellings cut out in bedrock? 
ENIII  ENIII III No information. 
MN 5900-5500 MN IV-V 
On mound: rectilinear house of mud brick and mud and wood, and 
enclosure ditches. In flat area: ditches. 









MN house 1 46 30-50 
Burnt rectilinear mud and wood house with interior hearth and storage 
bins. 
5 MAKRIYALOS I 
Site information 
Coordinates 40.4559631496 22.578053 Site Size 28 ha Site Type 
Flat ext., in 
plain 
Region N Pieria Elev. 66 m asl Dimensions d = c. 500 m Deposit c. 1 m 
Date range 5400-5000 
Time 
Blocks 





When 1993-1995 Exposed area 60000 m2 
By M. Pappa et al. 
Publication 
Pappa and Bessios 1999a and 1999b, Pappa 
2007, Pappa et al. 2013. What 
Rescue excavation due to road 
construction. 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
LNI 5400-5000 LNI V/VI Clusters of pit dwellings within a large area enclosed by ditches. 
INLAND AREA (6-8) 
6 MAVROPIGI FILOTSAIRI 
Site information 






Elev. 670 m asl Dimensions 60 x 70 m Deposit 0.80-2 m 
Date range 6500-6000 
Time 
Blocks 
II-III Periods ENI-III 
Excavation Information 
When 2005-2006 Exposed area 3300 m2 
By Karamitrou-Mentessidi 
Publication 
Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2007 (AEMTH 19); 
Karamitrou-Mentessidi et al. 2015 What Rescue excavation due to mining. 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
I 6500- ENI/II II 
Earliest settlement phase; habitation remains in the area of the Central 
Structure. 
II 6300-6200 ENI/II II 
Habitation remains in several areas, including the Central Structure and 
pit/workshop structures. 
IIIb 6200-6000 ENIII III 
Habitation remains over the entire excavated area. Seven rectilinear, 










IIIb Oikos 1 42.24 30-50 
Rectilinear mud and wood house with interior partitions. Few indoor finds; 
two pits, one yielding over a hundred flint flakes of the same core. 
IIIb Oikos 2 36.3 30-50 
Rectilinear mud and wood house. Three pits found in the interior, one of 
which was coated with lime. Associated with annex. 




IIIb Oikos 4 55.2 30-50 
Rectilinear mud and wood house. Several pits in the interior, one filled with 
pottery and tools. Two associated burials. Other finds: frog figurine, stone 
axe. 
IIIb Oikos 5 N/A - 
Partially excavated rectilinear mud and wood house. Associated with a 
burial. 
IIIb Oikos 6 52.14 30-50 Rectilinear mud and wood house with Indoor hearth. 
IIIb Oikos 7 85.14 
50-
100 











Second phase of Central semi-subterranean structure. Pottery, polished 





Large rectilinear surface-level structure. Round hearth. Cooking vessels, 








25 20-30 possible workshop 
7 SERVIA 
Site information 
Coordinates 40.2378291416 21.991855 Site Size 1 ha Site Type 
Mound, on 
river bank 
Region Aliakmon Elev. 270 m asl Dimensions d = 100 m Deposit 2.5 m 







When 1939; 1971-1973 Exposed area 316 m2 
By Heurtley; Ridley et al. 
Publication 
Ridley, Wardle et al. 1979; Ridley et al. 
2000. What 
Rescue excavation due to 
damming. 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
1-MN 5700- MNII IV Rectilinear mud and wood houses, arranged in rows. 
2-MN  MNII IV Rectilinear mud and wood houses, arranged in rows. 
3-MN  MNII IV 
Rectilinear mud and wood houses with sunken floors/basements (c. 0.50 m 
deep). Less regularly organized than in previous phases. 
4-MN  MNII IV 
Rectilinear mud and wood houses with sunken floors (cf. phase 3); burnt 
horizon. 
5-MN 5400- MNII IV/V 
Last MN occupation phase, after burnt horizon. Changes in settlement 
activity? 
6-LNI  LNI V Transition phase, continuity with phase 5. 
7-LNI -5300 LNI V 
Late Neolithic habitation remains overlying the MN habitation phases; 












1 1.1 28.6 20-30 
Square rectilinear mud and wood house with beamed floor; associated with 
outdoor pebble yard and hearth. 
1 1.2 N/A - Small corner of a rectilinear mud and wood building. 
1 1.3 25 20-30 
Rectilinear mud and wood house with beamed floor. Finds: jewelry 
(pendants, beads), bone points, an ovoid cup, a spool, a chipped stone tool. 
Possibly associated with a lean-to structure. 
2 2.1 N/A - Partially excavated mud and wood building. 
2 2.2 33 30-50 
Rectilinear/trapezoidal mud and wood house with two floor levels, second 
of which was burnt. Clay floor, circular hearth. Many finds. Built over 
structure 1.1. 
2 2.3 25 20-30 
Poorly preserved rectilinear mud and wood building with unclear layout, 
built over structure 1.3. 
3 3.1 N/A - Partially excavated structure, built over structure 2.1. 
3 3.2 N/A - Partially excavated interior clay floor and associated postholes. 
3 3.3 44 30-50 
Large building (c. 8 x 5.5 m). Interior clay floor with reed and mat 
impressions, several large postholes. 
3 3.4 N/A - 
Partially excavated rectilinear structure with interior clay floor, associated 
with lean-to structures. Built over structure 2.3. 
4 4.1 N/A - Poorly preserved and partially excavated structure, built over structure 3.1. 
4 4.2 N/A - 
Poorly preserved structure with unclear layout; interior clay floor and 
indoor oven/hearth excavated. 
4 4.3 N/A - 
Partially excavated structure, associated with interior clay floor and hearth. 
Built over structure 3.4. 
4 4.4 N/A - 
Partially excavated rectilinear mud and wood structure with beamed floor, 
built over structure 3.3. 
4 4.5 N/A - 
Partially excavated and poorly defined structure, associated with interior 
clay floor. 
4 4.6 N/A - Partially excavated clay floor and wall fragment. 
4 4.7 41.6 30-50 
Well-preserved burnt rectilinear mud and wood house; two rooms; large 
find assemblage incl 17 complete vessels and 50 small objects. Partly dug-
in. 
5 5.1 23.4 20-30 
Unclear structure consisting of area with lots of foundation trenches with 
rows of postholes. Overlying structures 4.3 and 4.4. 
6 6.1 22.5 20-30 Second phase of structure 5.1. Poorly preserved. 
7 7.1 N/A - Several parallel rows of postholes, associated with clay floor. 
7 7.2 N/A - Area with several postholes and burnt clay-covered beamed floor. 
7 7.3 N/A - 
Partially excavated structure with row of postholes, interior clay floor, and 
associated outdoor area with oven and hearth. 
7 7.4 N/A - Partially preserved clay floor with oval hearth. 
7 7.5 N/A - Partly excavated clay floor and associated wall foundation trench. 
7 7.6 N/A - Area with a clay floor, several postholes and a small wall section. 




7 7.8 N/A - Clay floor associated with several postholes. 
8 KLEITOS I 
Site information 




Elev. 675 m asl Dimensions 120 x 180 m Deposit 1 m 
Date range 5400-4900 
Time 
Blocks 
V-VI Periods LNI (Roman) 
Excavation Information 
When 1995; 2008-2010 Exposed area 20000 m2 
By C. Ziota 
Publication 
Ziota 2011 (AEAM 1); Ziota et al. 2013 
(AEAM 2) What 
Rescue excavation due to mining. 
Fully excavated site. 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
LNI 5400-4900 LNI V/VI 
Settlement enclosed by an oval ditch and palissade system; c. 10 rectilinear 
mud and wood buildings within the enclosed terrain, as well as outdoor 










LNI building A N/A - Poorly preserved mud and wood building, freestanding. 
LNI building B N/A - Poorly preserved mud and wood building, freestanding. 
LNI building C 128 100< 
Rectilinear, possibly two-room structure, with interior storage containers, 
hearth, thermal structure 
LNI building D 110 100< Mud and wood building with clay installation. 
LNI building E 144 100< Poorly preserved mud and wood building, freestanding. 
LNI building F N/A - Poorly preserved mud and wood building, freestanding. 
LNI building G N/A - Poorly preserved mud and wood building, freestanding. 
LNI building H N/A - Poorly preserved mud and wood building, freestanding. Clay oven. 
LNI building I N/A - Poorly preserved mud and wood building, freestanding. 
LNI building J N/A - Poorly preserved mud and wood building, freestanding. 
SECONDARY EXCAVATIONS (9-41) 
COASTAL AREA 
IMATHIA 
9 LEFKOPETRA IMATHIAS 
Coordinates 40.4319792486 22.178034 Site Size N/A Site Type foothills 




Date range 6500? TB II-III Periods ENII-III? 
Comments No information on excavation and its results; reference to radiocarbon dates by Maniatis (2014). 
10 TRILOFOS - BAS-KARTER 
Coordinates 40.5897121268 22.134349 Site Size N/A Site Type foothills 
Elevation 225 m asl Reference Graikos 2008 (AEMTH20), 796-7 
Date range ? TB VI Period LN 
Comments 
Small-scale excavation by Merousi-Stefani, c. 1993. Also known as Stenimachos II. LN pottery 
and some incised pottery cf Late Nea Nikomedeia was found. 
11 TRILOFOS - KOLIMPAKOS 
Coordinates 40.5806444444 22.152314 Site Size 5 ha Site Type plain 
Elevation 120 m asl Reference Graikos 2008 (AEMTH20) 
Date range late 6th mill? TB VI Periods LN 
Comments Excavation by Graikos c. 2006. 
GIANNITSA 
12 AGROSYKIA A 
Coordinates 40.8402048755 22.498347 Site Size 1.5 ha Site Type foothills 
Elevation 180 m asl Reference Chrysostomou 1997b (AEMTH10A) 
Date range late 6th mill? TB VI Periods LNI (EBA) 
Comments Trial trenches by P. Chrysostomou in 1990. 
13 AMPELIES 
Coordinates 40.8402048755 22.498347 Site Size 1.3 ha Site Type N/A 
Elevation 130 m asl Reference Chrysostomou 1997b (AEMTH10A); 2003 (AEMTH15) 
Date range 5250-5000 TB VI Periods LNI 
Comments 
Trial trenches by P. Chrysostomou in 1990. Round pile dwellings were found, d=5m. Three 
trenches. 490 figurines found. Two occupation phases. 
14 DAMIANO 
Coordinates 40.8317185116 22.446508 Site Size 4 ha Site Type N/A 
Elevation 160 m asl References Chrysostomou 1997b (AEMTH10A) 
Date range late 6th mill? TB VI Periods LN 
Comments Soundings by P. Chrysostomou in 1991. 
NORTHERN PIERIA 
15 AYIOS NIKOLAOS RITINI 
Coordinates 40.2917160170 22.270115 Site Size N/A Site Type flat, foothills 
Elevation 400 m asl References 
Bessios et al. 2005b (AEMTH17),  451-8; Urem-Kotsou 
et al. 2014 
Date range 
6200-6000 and late 
6th mill 





Rescue excavation in 2003 by Bessios et al, due to work on the Pieria aquaduct. Part of a house, 
a trench and three fosses were excavated. 
16 KATO AYIOS YIANNIS 
Coordinates 40.3783730351 22.547197 Site Size N/A Site Type N/A 
Elevation 44 m asl References Pappa and Bessios 1999a, 192; Pappa 2007 
Date range 6200-6000? TB III Period EN 
Comments Documentation after earth removal in 1995. Pit dwellings reported. 
17 REVENIA KORINOS 
Coordinates 40.3238305556 22.564892 Site Size 4 ha Site Type flat ext. 
Elevation 35 m asl References 
Bessios et al. 2003 (AEMTH15), 383-384; 2005a 
(AEMTH17), 435-440; 2006 (AEMTH18), 357-366 
Date range 6500-6000 TB II-III Periods ENI-III 
Comments 
Rescue excavation, due to the construction of an industrial unit, by Bessios et al. (2002-2004). 
Around 850 m2 was exposed; features included pit dwellings cut out in the bedrock and rows of 
postholes related to rectilinear architecture. 












ENII/III III Mud and wood building reported, no plans published 
ALMOPIA 
18 APSALOS GRAMMI 
Coordinates 40.9005592415 22.063938 Site Size 1 ha Site Type flat 
Elevation 130 m asl References 
Chrysostomou et al. 2002 (AEMTH14), 491-504; 
Chrysostmou et al. 2003 (AEMTH15), 513-523 
Date range 5700-5600 TB IV Period MNII 
Comments 
Large-scale rescue excavation, due to road construction, by A. Chrysostomou et al. (2000-2001). 
64 trenches (c. 1600 m2) excavated. Results included 8 m wide ditches and 28 pits in the 
enclosed area; one subterranean structure; grid of postholes. 
19 APSALOS KOMVOS 
Coordinates 40.8874529324 22.068216 Site Size 0.6 ha Site Type N/A 
Elevation 140 m asl References 
A. Chrysostomou et al. 2002 (AEMTH14), 491-504; 
Chrysostomou, Georgiadou 2003 (AEMTH15), 525-535 
Date range 6000/5900-? TB III-IV Periods MNI; LNI 
Comments 
Large-scale rescue excavation by A. Chrysostomou and Georgiadou (2000-2001) due to road 
construction. 46 5x5 trenches (850 m2) excavated. Pits and two trenches/ditches, on N side and 
S side of the settlement, were found. Distance between the ditches was c. 85 m, which would 













d = c. 3.5 
m 
<20 
Pit dwelling, c. 3.5 m in diameter. Finds: stone axes, CHS tools and cores, 
pottery vessels, shells 
21 SOSANDRA 
Coordinates 40.9907897218 22.023668 Site Size N/A Type Flat, in plain 
Elevation 148 m asl References Georgiadou 2013a and 2013b 
Date range 5900-5800 TB IV Period MNI 
Comments 
Rescue excavation by Georgiadou in 2007 due to the construction of a water pipe. C. 100 m2 









MNI house 1 51 
50-
100 
Three-room mud and wood building, two indoor ovens. Middle room: 4 
grinding stones and a storage pit; east room: seven large storage jars; 
west room: small pottery vessels and cups. 
22 LOUTRAKI CAVE 
Coordinates 40.9754743286 21.943197 Site Size N/A Site Type cave 
Elevation 375 m asl References Kabouroglou et al. 2008 (AEMTH20), 673-84 
Date range late 6th mill TB VI Period LNI 
Comments Excavation by Kabouroglou et al. in 2006. 
INLAND AREA 
ALIAKMON 
23 KRYOVRYSI KRANIDION 
Coordinates 40.1481870416 21.892816 Site Size N/A Site Type foothills 
Elevation 290 m asl References Hondrogianni-Metoki 1995 (AEMTH6), 35-43 
Date range 6200-5000? TB III-VI Period ENIII, MN, LNI 
Comments Rescue excavation by Hondrogianni-Metoki in 1992 due to damming. Soundings; pits excavated 
24 LAVA KASIANI 
Coordinates 40.1496481174 22.020359 Site Size N/A Site Type upland 
Elevation 950 m asl References Hondrogianni-Metoki 2014 
Date range c. 6000 TB III Period ENIII 
Comments 
Rescue excavation by Hondrogianni-Metoki in 2010. Remains of rectilinear timber houses were 
reported. 
25 PALIAMBELA RODITIS 
Coordinates 40.2677643982 21.944823 Site Size 3 ha Site Type mound 
Elevation 370 m asl References Hondrogianni-Metoki 2004 (AEMTH 16), 557-62 





Rescue excavation by  Hondrogianni-Metoki in 2000-2002 due to damming. Two trial trenches 
(c. 38 m2) excavated. The site is a very low mound, deposit up to 1.7 m thick. 
26 PALLA RACHIS 
Coordinates 40.1497749583 21.825599 Site Size N/A Site Type mound 
Elevation 322 m asl References 
Karamitrou-Mentessidi and Papagiannakis 1999 
(AEMTH 11), 67-80; Κaramitrou-Mentessidi 2009 
(AEMTH 20 Chronia), 105-106 
Date range 6th mill TB IV-VI Period MN, LNI, LNII 
Comments 
Rescue excavation by Karamitrou-Mentessidi and Papagiannakis in 1997 due to road 
contruction. Low mound. 26 4x4 trenches (c. 416 m2) excavated; max thickness of deposit: 2.20 
m. Thickness of deposit increased towards the center of the settlement. 
27 SERVIA V 
Coordinates 40.2443300321 22.012170 Site Size N/A Site Type flat 
Elevation 270 m asl References Ridley and Wardle 1979; Ridley et al. 2000 
Date range 6000-5800? TB III Period ENIII/MNI 
Comments 
Recue excavation by Ridley et al. (1972-1973( due to damming. ENIII/MNI site in the vicinity of 
Servia. Possibly a short-term occupation. Three soundings (15 m2) in 1972, larger scale (190 m2) 
exc in 1973. No architectural remains; cobbled yard found. 
28 VAREMENI GOULON 
Coordinates 40.1580136380 21.913702 Site Size 3 ha Site Type mound 
Elevation 330 m asl References Reference 
Hondrogianni-Metoki 2004 (AEMTH 16), 
562-68 
Date range 6400-5600 TB II-IV Period ENII-MNII 
Comments 
Rescue excavation by Hondrogianni-Metoki (2000-2002) due to damming. Layer A and B: MN; 









MN house 1 8 <20 
Burnt mud and wood rectilinear house. Wooden posts (d= 10-20 cm), 
closely spaced (5-10 cm), in foundation trench. 
MN house 2 N/A - Burnt mud and wood house. 
MN house 3 N/A - 
Burnt mud and wood house. Wooden posts, less closely spaced than in 
house 1 (10-20 cm) 
KITRINI LIMNI 
29 GALANI MEGALO NISI 
Coordinates 40.3788189550 21.869790 Site Size N/A Site Type mound 
Elevation 652 m asl References 
Fotiadis 1991 (AEMTH 2), 41-54;  Ziota et al. 1993 
(AEMTH 4), 93-100; AEMTH  7, 19-31; Greenfield and 
Fowler 2005 
Date range 5200-4950 TB VI Periods MN?; LNI 
Comments 
Rescue excavation (1987-1989; 1993) due to mining; part of the Kitrini Limni project of Fotiadis 




30 KILADA TOUMBA KREMASTI 
Coordinates 40.3626670065 21.942384 Site Size N/A Site Type mound 
Elevation 662 m asl References 
Hondrogianni-Metoki 2001 (AEMTH13), 399-414; 
Hondrogianni-Metoki 2009 
Date range 5340-4900/4800 TB VI Periods LNI 
Comments 
Rescue excavation due to mining, 1998-1999. Large exposure (c. 10500 m2), but mainly off-site 
areas excavated. PhD thesis by Hondrogianni-Metoki (2009) discusses the many pits and other 
negative features in detail. 
MAVROPIGI - KOMANOS - KOZANI 
31 XIROLIMNI PORTES 
Coordinates 40.2843453909 21.663184 Site Size 0.5 ha Site Type  
Elevation 675 m asl References Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2000 (AEMTH 12), 465-77 
Date range 6500-? TB 
II-III; 
VI? 
Periods ENI, LN (EBA) 
Comments 
Rescue excavation by Karamitrou-Mentessidi (1998) due to road construction: trial trenches 
followed by systematic excavation (c. 100 m2). Main habitation dates to the EN. Settlement 
destroyed by fire; remains of huts made of piled clay, sometimes on stone foundations. 









ENIII N/A N/A - Burnt house; piled daub, stone foundations 
32 MAVROPIGI ISIOMA 
Coordinates 40.4637443604 21.722348 Site Size N/A Site Type flat 
Elevation 720 m asl References 
Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2014; Karamitrou-Mentessidi et 
al. 2014 (AEMTH 24), 46-51 
Date range 5500-5300? TB V Periods MNII/LNI 
Comments 
Large-scale rescue excavation by Karamitrou-Mentessidi (2010) due to mining. Four pit 
dwellings, one central pit feature, pits, and 5 Neolithic burials were excavated in an area of 3800 
m2. 
Houses 




MNII/LNI Central pit str. 1 100< Large and deep pit structure. 
MNII/LNI pit dwelling 2 <20 Oval pit dwelling, 45 cm deep. 
MNII/LNI pit dwelling 3 30-50 Pit dwelling, 95 cm deep. 
MNII/LNI pit dwelling 4 <20 Pit dwelling, 60 cm deep 
MNII/LNI pit dweling 5 <20 
Two pits, connected by a narrow shaft. 1.60 m deep. 2.2 x 2.5 and 2.3 x 
2.3. 
33 PONTOKOMI SOULOUKIA 




Elevation 665 m asl References 
Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2014; Karamitrou-Mentessidi et 
al. 2014 (AEMTH 24), 39-46; Karamitrou-Mentessidi et 
al. 2013 (AEAM 2), 33-42 
Date range 6200-5800 TB III-IV Periods EN, MN, LNI 
Comments 
Small-scale rescue excavation by Karamitrou-Mentessidi (2010) due to road construction. A 
ditch and 21 pits were excavated. No architecture. Possibly off-site area. 
34 PONTOKOMI VRYSI 
Coordinates 40.3978890745 21.758742 Site Size N/A Site Type flat 
Elevation 735 m asl References Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2002 (AEMTH 14), 626-40 
Date range 6200-? TB III-VI Periods ENII/III, MN, LN 
Comments 
Large-scale rescue excavations due to road construction by Karamitrou-Mentessidi (1999-2000). 
Around 10000 m2 excavated, but Neolithic finds were only encountered in a small area of the 
excavated terrain. 
AMYNTEON BASIN/FOUR LAKES 
35 AGIOS PANTELEIMONAS AMYNTAIO 
Coordinates 40.7210702081 21.735460 Site Size N/A Site Type lakeside 
Elevation 575 m asl References Mulliez 2010, 126 
Date range 
late 7th and late 
6th mill? 
TB III, VI Periods ENIII, LNI 
Comments 
Excavated by P. Chrysostomou in 1998. No MN habitation attested, suggesting site 
abandonment during this period. 
36 ANARGHIRI III 
Site information 
Coordinates 40.6099784093 21.589764 Site Size N/A Site Type lakeside 
Elevation 592 m asl References Chrysostomou, Jagoulis, Mäder 2015 
Date range 5300-4000 TB VI Periods LNI (LNII, FN) 
Comments 
Rescue excavation by P. Chrysostomou et al. due to mining. Burnt two-storey pile houses were 
excavated, dated to the LNI period. 
37 ANARGHIRI XI 
Coordinates 40.6279790276 21.611456 Site Size N/A Site Type dryland 
Elevation 593 m asl References Chrysostomou, Jagoulis, Mäder 2015 
Date range 6000-5000? TB III-VI Periods ENIII, MN, LN (FN, EBA) 
Comments 
Large-scale rescue excavation (c. 13 ha) by P. Chrysostomou et al. due to mining. Post-framed 
circular dwellings excavated. 
38 ANARGHIRI XIII AND XIIIA 
Coordinates 40.6138753552 21.621258 Site Size N/A Site Type dryland 
Elevation 593 m asl References Chrysostomou, Jagoulis, Mäder 2015 
Date range 6th mill. TB IV-VI Periods MN, LN 
Comments 
Large-scale rescue excavation (c. 9 ha) by P. Chrysostomou et al. due to mining. Post-framed 
circular dwellings reported. 
39 LIMNICHORI II 




Elevation 591 m asl References Chrysostomou, Jagoulis, Mäder 2015 
Date range 5500-3300 TB IV-VI Periods MN, LNI (LNII, FN) 
Comments 
Large-scale rescue excavation by P. Chrysostomou et al. due to mining. Two burnt LNI 
settlement layers, remains of wooden pile houses were found; early settlement phase dated to 
MN. 
40 DROSIA 
Coordinates 40.7909907256 21.882587 Site Size N/A Site Type flat 
Elevation 595 m asl References Kotsos 1995 (AEMTH6) 
Date range c. 6200-5900 TB III Periods ENII/MNI 
Comments 
Rescue excavation by Kotsos (1992) due to road construction. Trial trenches (c. 48 m2) 
excavated: terracotta floor; stone tools, red slipped pottery, barbotine, three figurines. 
41 FILOTAS 
Coordinates 40.6088700000 21.71679 Site Size N/A Site Type N/A 
Elevation 565 m asl References Ziota, Moschakis 1999 (AEMTH 11) 
Date range c. 6000 TB III Periods ENIII-MN 
Comments 
Small-scale rescue excavation (c. 45 m2) due to road construction, by Ziota and Moschakis 
(1997). Group of 3 circular ovens excavated. EN and MN pottery found in a depression 
interpreted as a pit dwelling. 
SURVEY SITES (42-109) 
COASTAL AREA (42-68) 
IMATHIA (42-52) 
Publications Graikos 2008 (AEMTH 20), 795-7; Kokkinidou and Trantalidou 1991 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size 












45 Rachi Veroia 40.50887982 22.18987281 230 LN V-VI foothills N/A 
46 Rodochori Cave 40.69509268 22.03221069 380 LN V-VI cave N/A 







40.59790652 22.20019674 50 EN III mound N/A 
















Trilofos Logos Ag. 
Tryphon 
40.57514981 22.16042981 137 EN, MN III-IV foothills N/A 
GIANNITSA (53-65) 
Publications P. Chrysostomou 1997b (AEMTH 10A), 160ff; P. Chrysostomou 2003 (AEMTH 15), 489-90 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size 
53 Agrosykia B 40.83422491 22.52476097 80 LN V-VI flat 4 ha 
54 Asvestario A 40.87271255 22.41534578 280 EN III ridge 
1.5 
ha 
55 Axos B 40.79471023 22.35153704 20 LN V-VI mound 3 ha 
56 Ditiko B 40.851437 22.53936102 65 LN V-VI flat 4 ha 
57 Drosero 40.82758549 22.24694992 26 LN V-VI mound 2 ha 
58 Giannitsa A 40.79876749 22.43956278 85 LN V-VI ridge 3 ha 
59 Kariotissa 40.76298191 22.31862633 8 LN-EBA V-VI mound 3 ha 
60 Leptokarya A 40.85049625 22.47938871 150 LN V-VI flat 4 ha 
61 Nea Pella A 40.77326019 22.49401393 60 LN V-VI ridge 
1.5 
ha 
62 Nea Pella B 40.76225768 22.49670514 20 LN V-VI ridge 7 ha 
63 Paralimni A 40.76863567 22.4641901 20 LN V-VI mound 2 ha 
64 Paralimni B 40.75747517 22.46824293 10 LN V-VI N/A 4 ha 
65 Plagiari 40.81675609 22.25933671 17 LN V-VI mound 2 ha 
EDESSA (66-68) 
Publications Kokkinidou and Trantalidou 1991 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size 
66 Edessa 40.80611761 22.05835747 275 LN V-VI N/A N/A 
67 Flamouria Cave 40.75535928 22.01492566 360 LN V-VI Cave N/A 
68 Rizari 40.77885566 22.09791913 70 MN IV N/A N/A 
INLAND AREA (69-109) 
ALIAKMON (69-71) 
Publications 
Hondrogianni-Metoki 2009 (AEMTH 20 Chronia);  
Kokkinidou and Trantalidou 1991 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size 
69 Gefyra 40.24656024 22.03536766 305 MN IV N/A N/A 




40.26360253 22.04180662 400 LN/FN? V-VI N/A N/A 
KOZANI (72-73) 
Publications Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2014 











40.30421702 21.70181984 685 EN III N/A N/A 
KITRINI LIMNI BASIN (74-93) 
Publications Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2014; Fotiadis 1991 (AEMTH 2) 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size 
74 
Agios Dimitrios 
Koilada - Megali 
Toumba 
40.37828058 21.88808732 665 
EN, MN, 
LN 








40.39800797 21.8735845 655 MN, LN IV-VI mound N/A 
77 Akrini Keramidia 40.4030532 21.87880043 655 MN, LN IV-VI N/A N/A 
78 Akrini Mikro Nisi 40.3964937 21.85856608 655 MN, LN IV-VI mound N/A 




40.33124308 21.84022794 835 LN V-VI N/A N/A 
81 Drepano Toumba 40.37159926 21.83621698 655 MN, LN IV-VI mound N/A 
82 Htenio Toumba 40.4125945 21.84897494 665 LN V-VI mound N/A 
83 Kilada Gkortsia 40.37010928 21.94992907 658 MN IV mound N/A 
84 
Kilada Pigadia i 
Kavaki 








40.35909062 21.7776966 745 LN V-VI N/A N/A 












40.38446869 21.8370647 655 LN V-VI mound N/A 
91 Tetralofos Kampos 40.37909919 21.93485614 659 LN V-VI N/A N/A 




40.37973889 21.949375 668 MN, LN IV-VI mound N/A 
MAVROPIGI AND KOMANOS AREA AND PTOLEMAIDA (94-101) 
Publications Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2014 








95 Komanos Gefyra 40.45813206 21.77941458 670 LN V-VI N/A N/A 
96 Komanos Louki 40.4516455 21.77750722 666 LN V-VI N/A N/A 




40.44501487 21.74157917 735 LN V-VI N/A N/A 




40.43802288 21.74460526 712 LN V-VI N/A N/A 
101 Proastio Pigi Rima 40.47114278 21.7004592 661 EN III N/A N/A 
AMYNTEON BASIN/FOUR LAKES (102-109) 
Publications 
Kokkinidou and Trantalidou 1991;  
Chrysostomou, Jagoulis and Mäder 2015 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size 
102 Anarghiri II 40.61059188 21.60457792 595 LN V-VI N/A N/A 
103 Limnichori I 40.62333152 21.56223132 595 LN V-VI N/A N/A 
104 Variko I 40.5552272 21.50366194 760 LN V-VI N/A N/A 
105 Variko II 40.57198766 21.53729754 600 LN V-VI N/A N/A 
106 Fanos II 40.67444535 21.59805454 655 LN V-VI N/A N/A 
107 Rodon 40.6630866 21.6163532 600 LN V-VI N/A N/A 
108 Vegora III 40.67629978 21.7100606 610 LN V-VI N/A N/A 















KEY SITES (1-5) 
1 BALGARCHEVO 
Site information 
Coordinates 23.0455555560 42.020833 Site Size 1-1.7 ha Site Type 
Flat, on 
terrace 
Elevation 380 m asl Dimension N/A Deposit 1.5 m 
Region Middle Struma, Blagoevgrad Plain Period 
ENIII, MN, 
LN 
Date range 5700-5000 Time Blocks IV-VI Other Periods EC 
Excavation Information 
When 1977-1987 Exposed area 1200 m2 
By 
L. Pernicheva; M. Grebska-
Kulowa 
Publication Pernicheva-Perets, Grebska-Kulowa, Kulov 2011 
What Excavation of the Blagoevgrad Museum 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
I 5700-5500 ENIII IV-V Freestanding rectilinear mud and wood houses, arranged in rows. 
II 5500-5400 MN V Several pit structures and light post structures 
IIIA 5400-5200 LN V-VI Rectilinear post houses 














Burnt, well-preserved rectilinear mud and wood house. 2 ovens; grinding 





Rectilinear mud and wood house, earlier phase of Dwelling 1-II. The house 




46 30-50 Rectilinear mud and wood house, rebuilt over burnt Dwelling 1-II. 
I Dwelling 2 w=6.5m - Partial plan of a rectilinear mud and wood house 
I-II Dwelling 3 w=6.5m - Partial plan of a rectilinear mud and wood house 
II Dwelling 4 44.55 30-50 Rectilinear mud and wood house, with domed oven. 
I Dwelling 5 N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood house, small corner excavated. 
IA Dwelling I 32.5 30-50 Rectilinear mud and wood house, with domed oven and grinding platform. 
I Dwelling II w=4.5m - Partial plan of a rectilinear mud and wood house 




N/A - Rectilinear mud and wood house, small corner excavated 








III Dwelling A N/A - Partially excavated rectilinear house plan. 
III Dwelling B 71.25 
50-
100 
Rectilinear mud and wood house, with two rooms. Full plan excavated, but 
interior poorly preserved. Walls are defined by rows of postholes. 
III Dwelling C w=7 m - Partial plan of rectilinear mud and wood house. 
III Dwelling D w=7 m - Rectilinear mud and wood house; perhaps dating to phase I? 
2 GALABNIK 
Site information 
Coordinates 42.420625 23.063322 Site Size 2-7 ha Site Type mound 
Elevation 640 m asl Dimensions d = 300 m Deposit 4.8 m 
Region Upper Struma, Radomir Plain Period ENII-ENIII 
Date range 6000-5500 Time Blocks III-IV Other Periods - 
Excavation Information 
When 1979-1989 Exposed area 1200 m2 
By M. Chohadzhiev, A. Bakamska Publication 
Pavúk and Chohadzhiev 1984; Pavúk and 
Bakamska 1989; Bakamska 2007 
What Large-scale excavation of the Pernik Museum. 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
I-1 6000- ENII III Under ground water level, c. 50 m2 excavated. 
I-2  ENII III Under ground water level, c. 50 m2 excavated. 
I-3  ENII IV Under ground water level, c. 50 m2 excavated. 
I-4  ENII IV Rows of freestanding mud and wood houses. Burnt houses. 
I-5  ENII IV Rows of freestanding mud and wood houses. 
I-6 -5700 ENII IV Rows of freestanding mud and wood houses. 
II-7 5700- ENIII IV Rows of freestanding mud and wood houses. 
II-8  ENIII IV Rows of freestanding mud and wood houses. Burnt houses. 
II-9  ENIII V Disturbed upper strata 










4 ob. 283 83.2 
50-
100 
Partially excavated freestanding house, with interior clay platform. 
4 ob. 275 60.48 
50-
100 
Rectilinear mud and wood house; stones and pottery piled up under the 
suspended floor; platform built of river stones covered with yellow clay; 
oven. 
4 ob. 274 30 30-50 
Rectilinear freestanding mud and wood house, with post row walls. Interior 
clay installation. 
4 ob. 276 N/A - Partially excavated mud and wood house; traces of wooden flooring found. 
4 ob. 278 135 100< Exceptionally large building; interior storage structure excavated. 
5 ob. 273 100 100< Exceptionally large building; storage containers; built over ob. 278. 




6 ob. 253 35 30-50 Rectilinear mud and wood house, built over ob. 274. 
3 KOVACHEVO 
Site information 
Coordinates 41.483197 23.474807 Site Size 6 ha Site Type Flat 
Elevation 260 m asl Dimensions 150 x 400 m Deposit 2.5 m 
Region Middle Struma, Sandanski Period ENI-III, MN 




When 1980-1981; 1986-2007 Exposed area 1500 m2 
By 
L. Pernicheva; M. Lichardus-
Itten, J.-P. Demoule 
Publication 
Demoule and Lichardus-Itten 1994; Lichardus-
Itten et al. 2002; Lichardus-Itten 2010 
What Soundings in 1980-1981 followed by a large-scale international excavation in 1986-2007. 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
Ia 6100- ENI III Surface-level rectilinear mud-and-wood houses, radial plan (?) 
Ib  ENI III Rectilinear mud and wood houses with sub-floor spaces. 
Ic  ENII IV Rectilinear mud and wood houses with sub-floor spaces. 
Id 5700-5600 ENIII IV 
Rectilinear mud and wood houses with sub-floor spaces; expansion of 
settlement. 
IIa 5500- MN V Negative features dug through EN settlement strata 










Ia E-1714 35 30-50 
Surface-level house with five floor levels. Some traces of burning around a 
possible hearth/oven. This house was built over E-2019. 
Ia E-1730 N/A - 
Surface-level house with one floor level. Entrance probably in SE part of the 
house. An elongated pit was found along the NE wall, containing a large 
amount of finds, e.g. bracelet fragments, grinding stones. Probably 
contemporary with house E-1714, later than house E-2019. 
Ia E-2019 35 30-50 
House found underneath E-1714. Similar spatial layout; floor and wall ditch 
with postholes found. Interior fire pit. 
Ia A-2673 9.25 <20 Building partially destroyed by G-3383 (phase Ib) 
Ia A-2841 7.25 <20 Building partially destroyed by G-3383 (phase Ib) 
Ia B-3199 N/A - Building partially destroyed by G-3383 (phase Ib) 
Ia G-2793 N/A - Building partially destroyed by G-3383 (phase Ib) 
Ia G-2933 N/A - Building partially destroyed by G-3383 (phase Ib) 
Ia K-2023 45 30-50 Building partially destroyed by G-3383 (phase Ib) 
Ib E-907 N/A - 
House with shallow sub-floor pit filled with isolation layer of stones and 
pottery sherds; remains of the base of a compact earthen wall. 




Ib K-2055 N/A - House built over pit; multiple floor levels 
Ib K-2199 N/A - House built over pit; multiple floor levels 
Ib I-1656 N/A - 





N/A - Burnt house with deep sub-floor pit of c. 1 m deep. 
Ib G-3383 126 100< 
Large building, slightly trapezoidal plan. Wall trenches with postholes. With 
interior hearth and floor of compact stamped earth. 
Ic E-259 N/A - 
Sequence of floors in sector E, interpreted as three successive buildings. 
Associated with remains of compact earthen walls. 
Ic E-329 N/A - 
Sequence of floors in sector E, interpreted as three successive buildings. 
Associated with remains of compact earthen walls. 
Ic E-334 N/A - 
Sequence of floors in sector E, interpreted as three successive buildings. 
Associated with remains of compact earthen walls. 
Ic G-2298 N/A - Building with subfloor pit, partly destroyed large building G-3383 
Id K-216 25 20-30 
Well-preserved burnt mud and wood building with interior oven. Few objects 
found in the house. 
4 MURSALEVO DEVE BOAZ 
Site information 
Coordinates 42.112492 23.036621 Site Size 1.3 ha Site Type flat 
Elevation 370 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit c. 1 m 
Region Middle Struma Period ENII/III; LN 





When 2014-2015 Exposed area 4400 m2 
By V. Nikolov Publication Nikolov et al. 2016 
What Large-scale rescue excavation due to construction of a highway. 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
I 5900- ENII/III? IV 
Earliest settlement, with orthogonal plan with rows of rectilinear, possibly 
two-storey, mud and wood houses, separated by 'streets'. 22 freestanding 
houses excavated. 
II -5600 ENIII IV 
Later settlement phase, preserving the same spatial layout. Houses vertically 














I 35 68 
50-
100 
Burnt two-storey mud and wood house. Ground floor: domed oven, 6 







Coordinates 41.386806 23.329031 Site Size 4-5 ha Site Type 
Flat, on 
river bank 
Elevation 80 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit 0.5-1.7 m 
Region Middle Struma, Promachon Pass Period 
late MN, 
LN 
Date range 5350-4900 Time Blocks V-VI Other Periods EC 
Excavation Information 
When 1980-2003 Exposed area 600 m2 
By 
Todorova, Vajsov;  
Koukouli-Chryssanthaki 
Publication Koukouli-Chryssanthaki et al. 2007; Vajsov 2007 
What Large-scale Bulgarian (1980-1991) and Greek (1992-2003) excavations at border-crossing site. 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
I 5350- MN/LN V Early occupation phase, no clear architectural remains. 
II  LN VI 
Settlement consisting of pit dwellings with interior hearths, as well as a large 
'pit sanctuary'. Possible enclosure consisting of a wooden palisade. 










II structure 1 N/A - Partially excavated pit dwelling in Greek sector 
II structure 2 N/A <20 Pit dwelling in Greek sector 
II structure 3 N/A <20 Pit dwelling in Greek sector 
II structure 4 113 100< 
Large 'pit sanctuary' in Greek sector: radius of 12 m and depth of 7 ; many 
floor levels/ occupation phases. Finds included bovine skulls, horns, figurines, 
and other objects. 
II pit dwell. 1 8-10 <20 Pit dwelling in Bulgarian sector 
II pit dwell. 2 8-10 <20 Pit dwelling in Bulgarian sector 
II pit dwell. 3 8-10 <20 Pit dwelling in Bulgarian sector 
II pit dwell. 4 8-10 <20 Pit dwelling in Bulgarian sector 
II pit dwell. 5 8-10 <20 Pit dwelling in Bulgarian sector 
II pit dwell. 6 8-10 <20 Pit dwelling in Bulgarian sector 
II pit dwell. 7 8-10 <20 Pit dwelling in Bulgarian sector 
II pit dwell. 8 8-10 <20 Pit dwelling in Bulgarian sector 
II pit dwell. 9 8-10 <20 Pit dwelling in Bulgarian sector 
III house 1 40 30-50 
 
Rectilinear mud and wood house, timber-framed, with interior oven and 





SECONDARY EXCAVATIONS (6-29) 
6 BERSIN 
Site information 
Coordinates 42.245763 22.777825 Site Size N/A Site Type 
flat, on 
river bank 
Elevation 520 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit c. 0.50 m 
Region Upper Struma, Kjustendil Periods ENII, ENIII, LN Time Blocks III-V 
Excavation Information 
When 2007 Exposed area 26 m2 
By Vandova Publication Vandova 2007b 
Comments Four trial trenches excavated by Vandova (2007) of the Kjustendil Archaeology Museum. 





I ENII IV Painted pottery cf. Vaksevo I, early Galabnik. 
II ENIII IV Painted pottery cf. Vaksevo II. 










I house 1 N/A - 
Burnt rectilinear mud and wood house with flat-topped oven, 4 whole 
vessels, grinding stones 
7 BREZHANI 
Site information 
Coordinates 41.863889 23.186944 Site Size 1,8 ha Site Type flat 
Elevation 550 m asl Dimensions d = 150 m Deposit 2 m 
Region Middle Struma, Kreshna Periods ENIII, LN Time Blocks IV, VI 
Excavation Information 
When 2009-2010 Exposed area N/A 
By M. Grebska-Kulowa, P. Zidarov Publication Grebska-Kulowa/Zidarov 2011a 
What Small-scale excavation, followed by archaeomagnetic research 














LN VI Re-occupation of the settlement? 
8 DAMYANITSA 
Site information 






Elevation 130 m asl Dimensions d = c. 500 m Deposit 1.40 m 
Region Middle Struma, Sandanski Periods LN Time Blocks VI 
What Three LN occupation phases, pottery cf. Topolnitsa, Balgarchevo III. 
Excavation Information 





Pernicheva 1995; Chohadzhiev 2007, 42; 
Grebska-Kulowa, Kulov, Gorczyk 2017 
What 
Soundings by Pernicheva in 1985 followed by larger-scale excavations (300 m2) in 1988, by 
Grebska-Kulowa and Kulov of the Blagoevgrad Museum. 





I 5300- LN VI 
Pottery found in several negative features; closest resemblance to 
Anzabegovo IV, Topolnitsa I. 
II  LN VI Burnt horizon. Pottery similar to Topolnitsa II, Sitagroi II and Dikili Tash I. 
III -4900 LN/EC VI Reoccupation; changes in pottery assemblage. Similarities to Topolnitsa IIIB. 
9 DOLNA RIBNITSA 
Coordinates 41.451379 23.111086 Site Size 0.25 ha Site Type 
upland 
settlement 
Elevation 670 m asl References Pernicheva 1995; S. Chohadzhiev 2007, 42 
Region Middle Struma, Strumeshnitsa Periods MN Time Blocks V 
Comments 
50 m2 excavated by Gergova (1990s); one MN building horizon with black-polished pottery, 
carinated forms. Type site for MN in Middle Struma. 
10 DRENKOVO PLOSHTEKO 
Site information 
Coordinates 42.008333 22.938611 Site Size 2.5 ha Site Type Flat, on hill 
Elevation 600 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit 1 m 
Region Middle Struma, Blagoevgrad Periods ENII, LN Time Blocks IV; VI 
Excavation Information 
When 2003 Exposed area 37 m2  
By Grebska-Kulowa Reference S. Chohadzhiev 2007, 43 
What Soundings by Grebska-Kulowa of the Blagoevgrad Museum. 












LN VI Phase I and II were separated by a hiatus. 
11 DRENKOVO GARLESHKI NIVI 
Coordinates 42.011213 22.931274 Site Size N/A Site Type Flat, on hill 




Region Middle Struma, Blagoevgrad Periods LN Time Blocks VI 
Comments Archaeomagnetic research by Grebska-Kulowa and Zidarov (2010) 
12 DRENOVITSA SHLAKOV RAVNJAK 
Coordinates 41.412029 23.067690 Site Size 0.2 ha Site Type 
Flat, on 
terrace 
Elevation 350 m asl References Pernicheva 1983, Pernicheva 1995 
Region Middle Struma, Strumeshnitsa Periods LN Time Blocks VI 
Comments 
Soundings (30 m2) by Hristova (1980). Limited pottery repertoire, almost no decoration. Simple 
version of Damjanitsa III pottery. 
13 ILINDENTSI 
Site information 
Coordinates 41.644472 23.219319 Site Size 1-3 ha Site Type flat 
Elevation 250 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit 0.5 m 
Region Middle Struma, Sandanski Periods ENII, ENIII, MN Time Blocks IV; V 
Excavation Information 
When 2004-2009; current Exposed area 200 m2 
By Grebska-Kulowa Publication Grebska-Kulowa et al. 2011 
What 
Excavations by the Balgoevgrad Museum, followed by International field school project. The latter 
excavations were not yet published. 




TB Architecture and settlement plan 
I 5800-5600 ENIII IV 
Enclosed settlement with mud and wood architecture; evidence for sub-floor 
pits, wooden floors, some use of stone foundations and pisé. Pottery cf 
Kovachevo Ic-Id. White on red, red on red. 
II 5500-5400 MN V 
After a hiatus: intrusive pits and pyrotechnical features. Fine black and grey 
burnished wares, carinated forms. Cf Dolna Ribnitsa, Kovachevo II, 










I 1 N/A - House, possibly with sub-floor dug-out space. 
I 2 N/A - House, possibly with sub-floor dug-out space. 
I 3 N/A - 
Well-preserved burnt house. Indoor 'kitchen space' with an oven, grain 
storage, quern stone. 
14 KAMENIK 




Elevation 806 m asl Reference S. Chohadzhiev 2007, 36 
Region Upper Struma, Slatino Periods ENII-III Time Blocks IV 
Comments Soundings by Dimitrov in the 1990s, c. 18 m2 excavated. Single occupation layer (0.1-0.2 m). 




Coordinates 41.453985 23.427439 Site Size 3 ha Site Type Flat 
Elevation 193 m asl Reference Pernicheva 1995; S. Chohadzhiev 2007, 44 
Region Middle Struma, Sandanski Periods MN Time Blocks V 
Comments 
Soundings (40 m2) excavated by Pernicheva (1981). Single MN occupation layer (0.50 m); pottery 
cf Balgarchevo II, Kovachevo II, Vinca A. 
16 KATUNTSI TURSKI DOL 
Coordinates 41.456943 23.437887 Site Size 3 ha Site Type Flat 
Elevation 193 m asl Reference Pernicheva 1995; S. Chohadzhiev 2007, 44 
Region Middle Struma, Sandanski Periods MN Time Blocks V 
Comments 
Soundings (16 m2) excavated by Pernicheva (1981). Single MN occupation layer (0.60 m); pottery 
cf Balgarchevo II, Kovachevo II, Vinca A. 
17 KRAINITSI 
Site information 
Coordinates 42.326734 23.211108 Site Size 1 ha Site Type flat 
Elevation 610 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit 1.5-2.4 m 
Region Upper Struma, Dzerman Periods ENI, ENII Time Blocks III-IV 
Excavation Information 
When 1986, 1990 Exposed area 48 m2  
By S. Chohadzhiev, A. Bakamska Publication S. Chohadzhiev, Bakamska and Ninov 2007 
What Rescue excavation by the Kjustendil Museum. 





I N/A ENI III Disputed 'monochome' stage; possible pit dwelling. 
II N/A ENII IV After a hiatus: phase with white painted pottery 
III N/A ENII IV Second phase with white painted pottery 
18 NEGOVANTSI 
Coordinates 42.451417 22.943986 Site Size 1.5 ha Site Type mound 
Elevation 635 m asl Reference S. Chohadzhiev 2007, 31 
Region Upper Struma, Radomir Plain Periods ENII, ENIII Time Blocks III-IV 
Comments 
Small-scale excavation (50 m2) by A. Bakamska and M. Chohadzhiev (1996). Four occupation 
horizons with painted pottery, ENII-ENIII. Deposit of 3.5 m in thickness. 
19 NEVESTINO 
Coordinates 42.258035 22.859854 Site Size 2.5 ha Site Type N/A 
Elevation 446 m asl References 
Genadieva 1991; Chohadzhiev and Genadieva 
2003; Chohadzhiev 2007, 37 
Region Upper Struma, Kyustendil Periods ENII, ENIII, MN Time Blocks III-VI 
Comments 
 
Documentation of stratigraphy during the digging of a pipeline, by S. Chohadzhiev and Genadieva 
(1990s). Three occupation periods (ENII-ENIII-MN), 1.75 m deposit. 
 





Coordinates 41.415006 23.130689 Site Size 0.5 ha Site Type N/A 
Elevation 150 m asl Reference Pernicheva 1983 
Region Middle Struma, Strumeshnitsa Periods LN Time Blocks VI 
Comments Soundings by Domaradski (1980) 
21 PERNIK HOCKEY RINK 
Site information 
Coordinates 23.031944 42.610000 Site Size 1.5-2 ha Site Type 
Flat, on 
river bank 
Elevation 720 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit 1.5 m 
Region Upper Struma, Pernik Periods ENIII, LN Time Blocks IV-V; VI 
Excavation Information 
When 1975-1977 Exposed area 800 m2  
By M. Chohadzhiev Publication M. Chohadzhiev 1983 
What Rescue excavation at construction site. 







5700- ENIII IV Pottery cf. Karanovo II, Galabnik II. Two ovens excavated. 
Hor. 
2 
 ENIII IV 
Traces of burning. Two ovens and an alleyway excavated; one of the ovens 
was assocatiated with a concentration of finds, incl grinding stones, pottery, 
tools. Animal figurines. 
Hor. 
1 






One oven excavated, remains of stamped earth floors. No traces of burning, 
disturbed by pits. 
LN N/A LN VI Poorly preserved; no in-situ finds. Possibly after a hiatus in occupation. 
22 PETROVO BEGLIKA 
Coordinates 41.416867 23.548807 Site Size 1.5 ha Site Type upland 
Elevation 662 m asl Reference Pernicheva 1995 
Region Middle Struma, Sandanski Periods LN Time Blocks VI 
Comments 
Soundings by Pernicheva (1981). Upland LN site with pottery continuity from Dolna-Ribnitsa and 
Katuntsi sites reported; limited decoration 
23 PIPERKOV CHIFLIK 
Site information 
Coordinates 42.280673 22.734671 Site Size N/A Site Type 
Flat, on 
terrace 
Elevation 495 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit 0.5-0.7 m 
Region Upper Struma, Kyustendil Periods ENIII Time Blocks IV-V 
Excavation Information 
When 2003-2004, 2008 Exposed area 215 m2 




What Excavation by the Kjustendil Museum. 







5700- ENIII IV One burnt mud and wood house plan; pottery: red slipped, dark paint 
Hor. 
2 
-5400? ENIII IV/V 













1 N/A N/A 
Partially excavated burnt house; mud and wood, slightly trapezoidal plan. 
Indoor oven and complete pottery vessels. Burnt daub pieces with imprints 
and decorations. 
24 PRIBOJ 
Coordinates 42.495179 22.920967 Site Size 0.5 ha Site Type Flat, on hill 
Elevation 626 m asl Reference Chohadzhiev 2007, 32 
Region Upper Struma, Radomir Periods ENII Time Blocks IV 
Comments Soundings (70 m2) by M. Chohadzhiev (1977). Pottery cf. Galabnik I. Deposit of 0.5-1 m. 
25 RADOMIR VAHOVO 
Coordinates 42.533701 22.938573 Site Size 18 ha Site Type 
flat 
extended 
Elevation 638 m asl Reference Chohadzhiev 2007, 32 
Region Upper Struma, Radomir Periods LN Time Blocks VI 
Comments 
Soundings by Bakamska and Alexandrov (1991). Possibly a large, extended settlement. No 
publication. 
26 SAPAREVA BANJA KREMENIK 
Site information 
Coordinates 42.288400 23.248692 Site Size 2-3 ha Site Type Flat 
Elevation 725 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit 2.7-3.3 m 
Region Upper Struma, Dzerman Periods ENIII, MN, LN Time Blocks IV-VI 
Excavation Information 
When 1977-1983 Exposed area c. 2600 m2 
By Georgiev, Nikolov Publication Georgiev et al. 1986 
What Large-scale excavation of the Kjustendil Museum. 





I:1 5700/5600 ENIII IV Excavated in a retricted area. Karanovo II pottery. No architectural remains. 
I:2  ENIII IV/V 
Excavated in 550 m2 area. Karanovo II pottery. Remains of architecture, 
ovens, and storage facilities. 
I:3  ENIII IV/V 
Excavated in 550 m2 area. Traces of rectilinear mud and wood architecture; 




I:4 -5300 ENIII IV/V 
Excavated in 550 m2 area. Traces of mud and wood architecture; pottery cf. 
early Karanovo III 
II:5  MN V 
Excavated in 650 m2 area. Pottery cf. early Vinca/adv. Karanovo 
III/Balgarchevo II. Remains of house with oven. 
II:6  MN V 
Excavated in 650 m2 area. One rectilinear house plan excavated; pottery cf. 
early Vinca/adv. Karanovo III/Balgarchevo II 
II:7 -5000 LN VI Investigated in c. 2600 m2 area. 
27 SHATROVO 
Site information 
Coordinates 42.312611 22.960844 Site Size 0.15 ha Site Type flat 
Elevation 700 m asl Reference S. Chohadzhiev 2007, 38-9 
Region Upper Struma, Kyustendil Periods LN Time Blocks VI 
Comments 
Soundings (30 m2) by S. Chohadzhiev and Genadieva (1995-1996), site discovered during the 
installation of a gas pipe line. 
28 SLATINO CHARDAKO 
Site information 
Coordinates 42.164955 23.047154 Site Size 1 ha Site Type Flat 
Elevation 435 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit 0.3 m 
Region Upper Struma, Slatino Periods MN Time Blocks V 
Excavation Information 
When 1981-1988 Exposed area 3200 m2 
By S. Chohadzhiev Publication S. Chohadzhiev 2006 
What Large-scale excavations of the Kyustendil Museum of History 










Oval and round pit dwellings, some with postholes around. After this phase 
with pit dwellings, the site was deserted, covered by alluvium, and 
reoccupied in the Early Chalcolithic. 
29 VAKSEVO STUDENA VODA 
Site information 
Coordinates 42.169328 22.857902 Site Size 1 ha Site Type flat 
Elevation 550 m asl Dimensions N/A Deposit 1.6 m 
Region Upper Struma, Kyustendil Periods ENII, ENIII, MN Time Blocks III-IV; V 
Excavation Information 
When 1989-1996 Exposed area 884 m2 
By S. Chohadzhiev Publication S. Chohadzhiev et al. 2001 
What Excavation of the Kjustendil Museum of History 





I 6000- ENII III 





II -5700 ENII IV 
Traces of wooden post rows and loam walls; corner of a burnt house 
excavated. White painted pottery. 
III 5700- ENIII IV Phase with dark painted pottery. 
IV 5500-5400 MN V 
Black polished pottery, cf. Balgarchevo II. Possibly after a period of 
abandonment. 
SURVEY SITES (30-87) 
MIDDLE STRUMA 
SANDANSKI-PETRICH AREA 
Surveys project Bulgarian-Polish “Struma” Survey Expedition (1978-1982), M. Domaradski. 
Publications Chohadzhiev 2007, 41-44; Grebska-Kulowa and Kulov 2007 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size (ha) 
30 Chereshnitsa I 41.50005803 23.45598992 350 LN VI flat 2.5 
31 Chereshnitsa II 41.49025519 23.46494889 350 LN VI flat 0.2 
32 Goleshovo 41.4500337 23.56907477 680 MN V flat 1.6 
33 Gorno Spanchevo 41.50465566 23.50001361 331 LN VI flat 2 
34 Harsovo 41.43296103 23.36920052 180 LN VI flat 1 
35 Katuntsi Balkona 41.43231662 23.41411285 173 LN VI flat 0.3 
36 Lebnitsa 41.52460525 23.23860623 110 LN VI N/A N/A 
37 Leshnitsa 41.53696695 23.28794621 205 LN VI N/A N/A 
38 Lozenitsa 41.50522295 23.3721731 340 LN VI N/A N/A 
39 Petrovo Drene 41.462576 23.50763632 590 LN VI flat 0.6 
40 Piperitsa 41.40933321 23.44904305 300 LN VI flat 1.2 




42 Sandanski 41.57268326 23.29127839 130 LN VI N/A N/A 
43 Yanovo Sveta Petka 41.43216276 23.48628795 370 LN VI slope 0.5 
44 Yanovo Ruzhenitsa 41.43230656 23.48098352 370 LN VI slope 0.5 
45 Yanovo Katarino 41.43158971 23.47973576 345 LN VI slope 0.5 
46 Vinogradi 41.49457672 23.37971962 380 MN V flat 6 
STRUMESHNITSA VALLEY 
Surveys project Bulgarian-Polish “Struma” Survey Expedition (1978-1982), M. Domaradski. 
Publications Pernicheva 1983; Grebska-Kulowa and Kulov 2007; Chohadzhiev 2007, 40-47 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size (ha) 
47 Baskaltsi 41.47744028 23.0211443 950 MN V flat 0.5 
48 Borovichene 41.4077574 22.99909537 400 LN VI flat 2 
49 Churicheni 41.46424716 23.13555909 685 MN, LN 
V-
VI 







41.41547093 23.07651311 350 LN VI flat extended 2.5 
51 Gega 41.43470391 22.99881873 690 MN V flat 0.6 
52 Kamena 41.38069717 23.06674047 250 LN VI flat 0.5 
53 Karnalovo 41.47896884 23.205034 450 LN VI flat 0.5 
54 Kavrakirovo 41.42884004 23.17204528 115 LN VI defended 0.2 
55 Mitino 41.4403186 23.26675895 100 LN VI flat N/A 
56 Parvomai Valoga 41.40277694 23.13714263 150 LN VI flat N/A 
57 Visljane 41.43929385 23.06062235 650 MN V upland 0.15 
58 Yakovo 41.51796608 23.14257188 800 LN VI upland N/A 
BLAGOEVGRAD 
Surveys project Skaptopara Expedition (1980) 
Publications 
Grebska-Kulowa and Kulov 2007; Chohadzhiev 2007, 41-47; Genadieva 2007;  
Pernicheva et al. 2011 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size (ha) 
59 Buchino Golio rid 42.05385904 23.01991647 450 LN VI defended 0.15 
60 Buchino Lisijska Chuka 42.03185178 22.99389201 510 LN VI defended 0.15 




42.02513899 22.9493879 710 LN VI flat 2 






64 Logodazh 41.99552106 22.93853851 720 LN VI defended 0.5 
65 Moshtanets 41.97015147 23.05817351 450 LN VI flat N/A 




67 Zheleshnitsa 41.92489989 23.11423374 370 LN VI flat N/A 
UPPER STRUMA 
DZERMAN VALLEY 
Surveys project Survey by Gaul (1930s) 
Publications Genadieva 2007; Chohadzhiev 2007, 35-38 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size (ha) 












70 Stanke Dimitrov 42.30417212 23.22525442 635 EN IV flat N/A 
SLATINO 
Surveys project 
Genadieva and Chohadzhiev (1992); Survey by S. Chohadzhiev in the context of the 




Publications Chohadzhiev 2007, 35-39 




42.10982573 23.02984219 375 LN VI flat 0.2 
72 Slatino Karo VI 42.16009707 23.04478685 430 LN VI flat N/A 
KYUSTENDIL 
Surveys project Razmetanitsa-78 expedition; Genadieva and Chohadzhiev, 1990s 
Publications Genadieva 2007; Chohadzhiev 2007, 34-40 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size (ha) 
73 Chetirtsi 42.24558105 22.884084 455 EN IV cave 30 m2 
74 Dolistovo 42.30422559 23.01258787 516 EN IV flat 0.3-0.4 
75 Dolno Selo 42.27354382 22.49242566 820 LN VI flat N/A 
76 Dozhdevitsa 42.35 22.61666667 890 LN VI flat 0.2 
77 Kutughertsi 42.30959813 22.50435444 895 EN IV flat N/A 
78 Shipochano 42.36382717 22.72015069 500 LN VI flat 0.25 
79 Shishkovtsi 42.34539826 22.72563731 478 EN IV flat 1.7 





Surveys project Genadieva and Chohadzhiev, 1990s 
Publications Genadieva 2007; Chohadzhiev 2007, 29-34 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size (ha) 
81 Batanovtsi 42.5589338 22.95738954 720 LN VI flat 2-3 
82 Deljan 42.38494832 23.10089836 700 LN VI flat 0.3 
83 Kovachevtsi 42.54777789 22.83829787 651 LN VI flat 0.5 
PERNIK 
Publications Chohadzhiev 2007, 29-30 
No Name Latitude Longitude Elev Period TB Type Size (ha) 
84 Breznik 42.71331848 22.89124684 700 EN IV flat 3-4 




86 Dokyovtsi 42.64669262 22.60351773 886 LN VI flat 0.3 









A multi-scalar approach to houses, settlements and habitation practices in Western Anatolia and 
Southeastern Europe (c. 7000-5000 BCE) 
 
This thesis investigates the development of early farming societies in Western Anatolia and 
Southeastern Europe between 7000 and 5000 BCE. This area, referred to as the ‘Balkan-Anatolian 
zone’, is often approached as an intermediary between Neolithic ‘core areas’ in Southwest Asia, 
where crops and animals were first domesticated, and the Neolithization of Southeastern and 
Central Europe. Together, such approaches reconstruct Neolithization as a progressive continental-
scale expansion process with a time depth of several millennia. New field research, however, 
indicates that the Balkan-Anatolian zone has a deep Neolithic history and its own internal 
complexity. Therefore, rather than taking its role as stepping stone as a starting point, this thesis 
aims to re-direct attention to the diachronic multi-regional development of Neolithic ways of life 
in the Balkan-Anatolian zone. By investigating regional trajectories of Neolithization, I propose 
that this area played a role in redefining Neolithic ways of life, and provides an ideal arena for 
shifting attention from the grand narrative of progressive expansion to narratives of interaction, 
diversification, and diachronic fluctuation in the development and character of Neolithic 
communities. Essentially, this requires forging a connection between micro and macro approaches 
to Neolithization.  
The theoretical and methodological basis for this thesis is formed by the idea that 
settlements, as an object of study, form a bridge between human-scale practices and grand 
narratives: firstly because of their stratification and spatio-temporal complexity, and secondly 
because habitation practices reflect inter-generational social strategies. I propose that the study of 
local and regional habitation histories forms a crucial entry point to understanding the pace and 
character of the formation of Neolithic ways of life. In this thesis, therefore, I adopt a settlement 
perspective on Neolithization, and develop a methodology for reconstructing and comparing local 
and regional habitation histories. This methodology builds on the multi-scalar discussion of the 




settlement patterns, and aims to address the intersection between habitation patterns and the 
character and practices of Neolithic communities. 
In Part II (Chapters 5-9), I analyze five regional case studies: the Southwest Anatolian Lake 
District, the Izmir Region, and the Marmara Region in Turkey; Western Macedonia in Greece; and 
the Struma River Valley in Bulgaria. By discussing and analyzing regional datasets consisting of 
excavated key sites and secondary sites, as well as survey sites, each case study provides a 
diachronic reconstruction of the development of Neolithic communities and settled landscapes.  
In Part III (Chapters 10 and 11), I offer a comparative investigation, contextualization and 
discussion of these regional histories. In Chapter 10 I show that while each case study presents 
unique data sets and region-specific patterns of development, the five study regions show a number 
of broad similarities in the initial Neolithization and the subsequent development of Neolithic 
settled landscapes. The main periods of development can be summarized as follows: 
Between 6700 and 6500/6400 BCE, Neolithic communities appeared in a large number of 
regions in Western Anatolia and the Aegean. Over the following centuries, these settlements show 
the local and regional maturation of settlement. Striking is the high rate of settlement continuity 
observed across the study regions, although this view may be biased due to the higher 
archaeological visibility of long-term settlements. Settlement longevity and cultural continuity can 
be observed in practices such as the vertical superimposition of subsequent settlement strata, as 
well as in the gradual development of construction techniques and settlement layout. Nonetheless, 
especially during the early 6th millennium, many settlements show remarkable changes in 
architecture and settlement layout, seen in the introduction of  new forms of (two-storey) 
architecture, as well as more pre-planned settlement layouts. These redirections in settlement 
organization appear to indicate heightened inter-regional connectivity and population mobility, as 
well as changes in the social organization of communities.  
Early 6th millennium architecture and settlement organization in Southeastern Europe 
differs significantly from contemporary Western Anatolian settlements: rather than conglomerated 
mud brick architecture, these settlements consist of free-standing mud-and-wood houses, often 
arranged in rows and enclosed by circular ditches. Nonetheless, placed in the long-term 
development of the Balkan-Anatolian zone, it is evident that these 6th millennium architectural 
practices in Southeastern Europe developed from a late 7th millennium stage with a much higher 




Although the archaeological data provide far from solid ground for quantifying 
developments in community size and regional population density, the impression is that 
communities grew over time, although they did not reach sizes larger than several hundreds of 
inhabitants, and that regional settlement densities increased until c. 5700-5500 BCE. 
The period 5700-5500 BCE was identified as a period of the abandonment of long-term 
settlements, which often had been ancient focal points for more than half a millennium. The middle 
of the 6th millennium showed that in the Anatolian regions, especially in the Marmara region, 
indications for renewed, yet short-term, settlement were found, and these settlements show 
considerable cultural discontinuity with previous periods. In the Struma Valley, the mid-6th 
millennium was marked by the abandonment and restricted re-occupation of settlements as well, 
indicating similar processes of collapse, abandonment, and cultural discontinuity. Western 
Macedonia showed more intra-regional diversification, with especially inland areas showing more 
continuity of settlement practices during the 6th millennium, while the coastal area showed a period 
of limited occupation during the first half of the 6th millennium. For the last centuries of the 6th 
millennium, the three Anatolian regions yielded close to no evidence for settlement, while 
settlements in Western Anatolia and the Struma Valley show adaptation to new landscape zones 
(e.g. settlements with pile dwellings in wet environments), as well as intra-regional diversification 
in settlement size. 
These patterns can be understood as subsequent stages of development, and in section 10.5 
I propose that Zvelebil’s (2009) framework of availability –  substitution – consolidation provides 
a starting point for discussing and appreciating regional differences in the development of 
Neolithic settled landscapes. As an important addition to this framework, the archaeological record 
shows that consolidation was followed by the collapse, or ‘bust’, of settled landscapes around 
5700-5500 BCE. This is in line with ideas proposed for the demographic development of early 
farming societies, e.g. by Shennan et al. (2013) and Bandy (2008). Therefore, a combined 
framework for discussing the differential development of settled landscapes consists of availability 
– substitution – consolidation – bust – recovery. Differences between the study regions can be 
found in the duration of these stages, with longer periods of initial settlement found in Western 
Anatolia and the Aegean than in the Struma Valley. Furthermore, the total duration of the period 




space. I propose that during the westward dispersal of farming societies, shorter cycles of 
development and decline can be observed. 
In section 11.2, I contextualize these findings further by offering a diachronic discussion 
of the Neolithization of the Balkan-Anatolian zone, drawing on past and current insights from 
among others Central Anatolia, the Aegean, and the Central Balkans. An important insight is that 
understanding the development of Neolithic societies in the Balkan-Anatolian zone cannot rely 
one-sidedly on identifying the origins of observed cultural characteristics, and that models 
proposing subsequent waves of east-west expansion should give the interactions between regions 
a more prominent position. It is evident that the area is characterized by the long-term parallel 
development of regional populations, and that these populations showed evidence for cultural 
diversity and interactions. While it is attractive to present the area as an integrated network, 
diachronic and inter-regional variability in the intensity and character of network interactions can 
be proposed.  
Zooming out further, section 11.3 explores the differences between the Levant, Central 
Anatolia, and the Balkan-Anatolian zone in terms of the spatio-temporal development of settled 
landscapes and community organization. While diachronic fluctuations in the size of communities 
and settlement patterns can be found across this entire area, the maximum size of Neolithic 
communities decreased significantly between Southwest Asian PPNB mega-site and Balkan 
village. Given the expected pattern of demographic growth, this suggests changes in the diachronic 
strategies of early farming societies, e.g. an increase in the rate of community fission, a decrease 
in intra-communal hierarchy, an increase in residential mobility, and an increase in the importance 
of inter-community networks. These developments may have given early farming societies in the 
Balkan-Anatolian zone an increasing flexibility and adaptability, and this may have contributed to 
the faster rate of dispersal of farming populations seen during the 7th and 6th millennia BCE. 
 
